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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Implement the 
Commission‘s Procurement Incentive 
Framework and to Examine the Integration of 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards into 
Procurement Policies. 

 

Rulemaking 06-04-009 

COMMENTS OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC 
COMPANY (U 39 E) ON MARKET ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION OF “FIRST 
SELLER” REGULATION OF GREENHOUSE GAS 

EMISSIONS UNDER AB 32 
 
I. INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to the ruling of the Administrative Law Judges dated July19, 2007 

(ALJs’ Ruling), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) provides its comments on 

the proposal by the Governor’s Market Advisory Committee that the “first seller” 

approach be used for the regulation of greenhouse gas emissions in the electric sector 

under AB 32.  PG&E’s comments are organized in three sections:  (1) An executive 

summary of PG&E’s overall comments; (2) Responses to Questions 1- 42 in the ALJs’ 

Ruling, which generally relate to policy and implementation issues regarding the “first 

seller” proposal; and (3) Attachment 1 to these comments, which provides responses to 

Questions 43- 53 in the ALJs’ Ruling, relating to legal issues regarding the “first seller” 

proposal.   

II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF PG&E’S COMMENTS ON “FIRST SELLER” 
REGULATION OF GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS IN THE ELECTRIC 
SECTOR 

PG&E agrees with the Governor’s Market Advisory Committee that the “first 

seller” point of regulation is preferable to a “load based cap” for regulation of 
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greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) from the electric sector under AB 32.  The first seller 

approach is preferable because it is better than a load based cap at meeting the key 

public policy criteria for achieving AB 32’s ambitious GHG reduction goals: 

A. Market Efficiency.   

The first seller approach is more economically efficient than a load based cap, 

because power will be “least cost” dispatched based on the costs of GHGs as well as 

other variable and fixed costs of power production.  Under a load based cap, the costs of 

GHGs will not be included in the price of electricity for economic dispatch purposes.  

Moreover, the first seller approach provides much more direct price signals to utilities 

and power sellers, because the entities required to comply with AB 32—first sellers and 

deliverers of power in the state—will have a more clear “line of sight” to the sources of 

the GHG emissions being regulated.  In contrast, utilities and other load serving entities 

(LSEs) will have a clear “line of sight” to a significantly smaller amount of purchased 

power.  The GHG emissions from in-state generation and power imports from out of 

state facilities with which LSEs have no ownership or operational responsibility are 

significant. 

B. Environmental Integrity.   

The first seller approach is better than a load based cap at avoiding GHG 

emissions “leakage,” because the first seller approach will directly internalize the costs 

of GHGs in electricity generated and bid into California power pools, such as the 

California Independent System Operator (CAISO) integrated forward market.  In 

contrast, under a load based cap, importers of power into California and in-state 

generators would not reflect GHG costs in their electricity bidding practices, thus 

creating more “leakage” of GHG emissions between high emitting and low emitting 
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sources. 

In addition, the first seller approach, unlike a load based cap, aligns the 

regulation of in-state sources of GHG emissions with the ability to track responsibility 

for those emissions under AB 32, because in-state sources would comply with AB 32 

emissions requirements directly. 

C. Customer Cost.  

Customer costs under the first seller approach are likely to be about the same 

under a load based cap.  Under a first seller approach, dispatch costs will internalize 

power costs, with the profits obtained by high GHG emitting producers squeezed by the 

need to internalize the costs of GHG compliance in competition with lower emitting 

resources.  Under a load based cap, power costs will not internalize GHG compliance 

costs, and high emitting resources will not see a direct market signal but may see an 

indirect signal as LSEs will pay GHG compliance costs outside and separate from the 

wholesale market. 

D. Administrative Convenience.   

The first seller approach is much easier to administer than a load based cap, 

because the first seller approach more accurately tracks both in-state emissions sources 

and sources associated with imports from out-of-state.  The load based cap relies on less 

accurate, more administratively complex attribution, conversion and allocation of 

source-based emissions into load-based emissions. 

E. Electricity Resource Portfolio Management.   

The first seller approach may be better than a load based cap at fulfilling 

California’s resource planning goals, such as customer energy efficiency, renewable 

power, and the “preferred loading order.”  On the one hand, the first seller approach, like 
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a load based cap, maintains and does not affect pre-existing State energy policies that 

mandate and fund CEE and renewable energy, such as the preferred loading order and 

the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS.)  On the other hand, the first seller approach, 

unlike the load based cap, provides a more direct incentive for additional investment in 

renewable and GHG-reducing technologies because less generation is likely to be 

assigned a default emissions rate.  This provides more opportunity for the generator to 

directly realize financial benefits for investing in GHG reducing technologies. 

F. Consistency with Other Proposed Federal and Regional GHG 
Programs.   

The first seller approach is much easier to transition to a federal GHG program, 

because a federal GHG program is much more likely to be source-based rather than load 

based, thus allowing California’s first seller approach to be easily converted to the 

federal program.  In contrast, a load based cap cannot be transitioned directly to a federal 

source-based program, because the points of regulation would be different, leading to 

redundant and costly regulation. 

In addition, the first seller approach is more consistent with potential regional 

GHG programs in the West, because the first seller approach will avoid the double 

counting of emissions attributable to imports across state boundaries under a regional 

program.  In contrast, a load based cap by definition necessarily requires approximation 

and possible double counting of emissions associated with power imported across state 

boundaries. 

G. Legal Issues.   

As discussed in more detail in Attachment 1, both a load based cap and the first 

seller approach raise legal questions under the Commerce Clause to the U.S. 
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Constitution and under the Federal Power Act.  However, as the Governor’s Market 

Advisory Committee pointed out and as the CPUC implicitly acknowledged in its legal 

analysis of similar issues raised regarding the GHG emissions performance standard 

adopted under SB 1368, these legal issues are not materially different under either the 

first seller approach or a load based cap.  For these reasons, the legal issues can and 

should be addressed independent of the point of regulation chosen under AB 32. 

PG&E provides a more detailed discussion of the policy, implementation and 

legal issues associated with the first seller approach below, as part of its responses to the 

questions listed in the ALJs’ Ruling. 

III. RESPONSES TO POLICY AND IMPLEMENTATION QUESTIONS 

A. Basic Definitions 

It appears that the first-seller concept discussed in the Market Advisory Committee 
report can be defined in the following manner: (a) for in-state California 
generation, the first seller is the generator, in all cases; and (b) for imported power, 
the first seller is the entity that first delivers electricity at a point of delivery within 
California. 
 
Utilizing the above description, for purposes of this ruling, we use the terms 
“deliverer” and “first-seller” interchangeably. This description is also intended to 
cover any entities responsible for electricity intended to be scheduled into 
California, including retail providers, brokers, marketers, or the California 
Independent System Operator (CAISO). 
 
There are two possible market designs that would utilize this description of 
deliverer/first-seller. The first is a market design in which the deliverer/first-seller 
is both the entity that reports its GHG emissions as well as the point of regulation 
(the entity required to comply with AB 32). In the second option, the deliverer/first 
seller would report its GHG emissions, but the retail provider would be the point of 
regulation. Except where specifically indicated below, all of the questions in this 
ruling refer to the first option, where the deliverer/first seller is both the point of 
regulation and the entity required to report its emissions. 
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. 1.  Is the above description of this deliverer/first-seller approach 
accurate? Comment on whether you agree with this description, and 
if not, explain how the first-seller approach should be described 
differently and why. 

PG&E agrees that the above description of the first seller/deliverer approach is 

conceptually correct, but not precisely accurate.   

First, for in-state California generation, the first seller/deliverer is the entity 

which owns the power and which is the first such entity to deliver or sell the power at a 

point of delivery on the transmission grid within California.  This may be identical to the 

owner or operator of the generating unit, because the owner or operator of a California 

generating unit is usually the first to deliver the power to the “bus-bar,” which is usually 

the first delivery point on the transmission grid in California.  However, it is also 

possible that the first entity delivering or selling the power is an entity other than the 

actual owner of the generating unit or the entity operating the unit.  In this case the first 

seller/deliverer, the entity that markets or first sells the power, may not be the same as 

the owner or operator of the unit.   

Second, for imported power, the definition is the same as for in-state power, i.e. 

the entity which owns the power and which is the first such entity to deliver or sell the 

power at a point of delivery on the transmission grid within California.  This may 

include retail providers, marketers, out-of-state utilities importing power into California, 

or the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) if they meet the definition.  

However, the above description is incorrect in implying that the definition is based on 

“responsib[ility] for electricity intended to be scheduled into California,” because the 

mere scheduling or transmission of imported power into California is insufficient to 

make the scheduling or transmitting party a “first seller or deliverer.”  Transmission 



 
 

 8

services can be and are distinct transactions from the “first sale” or “first delivery” of 

power at a delivery point in California, and therefore the mere participation in the 

scheduling or provision of transmission services for imported power would not make an 

entity a “first seller” or “first deliverer” for purposes of responsibility for the GHG 

emissions associated with the electricity commodity being transmitted or scheduled. 

. 2.  For imports, who has ownership of electricity when it enters 
California? Is the “Purchasing/Selling Entity” (on the North 
American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) E-tag) listed at 
the first Point of Delivery in California the deliverer/first seller? If 
this is generally the case, are there any exceptions? 

The ownership of power when it enters California is a function of the contractual 

relationship between the seller and buyer of the electricity.  Under standard master 

power sales agreements, including those generally in use in Western wholesale power 

markets, the title (and therefore ownership) of power passes from the seller to the buyer 

upon delivery by the seller to the buyer at the delivery point specified in the contract.  

Thus, the entity with ownership of or title to the power at the first point of delivery in 

California is the importer or first seller of the power.  The identity of the first seller is 

substantiated primarily by E-tags.  For those imports which have e-tags, the “PSE” 

(“purchasing or selling entity”) listed at the first “POD” (“point of delivery”) in 

California would be the deliverer/ first seller. Exceptions are discussed below.  

. 3.  Are there any inter-Balancing Authority imports not 
accounted for by E-tags?  If so, describe these instances and explain 
how these imports can be accounted for. 

AB 32 requires the tracking and regulation of emissions associated with the 

imports of power into California generally, and thus the following discussion of inter- 

and intra- balancing authority imports applies to both the first seller/deliverer approach 

and to a load-based cap. 
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All transactions between balancing authorities are required to have NERC E-

tags, which will provide information to substantiate the importer, the import quantities, 

and the region of origination of the imports (“PNW” - “Pacific Northwest,” or “DSW” – 

“Desert Southwest”).  E-tags are accepted and validated by all parties with possession of 

power and all balancing authorities involved in the physical path, such as the CAISO, 

SMUD and LADWP.  According to mandated WECC business practices, all exchanges 

between balancing authorities must be documented through E-tags.  The E-Tag system is 

the primary means of notification of emergency curtailments; in the event of outages, 

curtailments or overloads, the E-tags are corrected and reloaded.  

In some cases, balancing authority boundaries cross state lines and therefore in 

some cases, power may be imported into California without the benefit of E-tags.  In 

these cases, the importing entities may be identified based on documentation by the 

balancing authorities in the state for purposes of accounting for such intra-balancing 

authority imports into California.  For example, PacifiCorp’s control area overlaps 

California and Oregon, and therefore imports from Oregon within this control area may 

cross the state boundary but not balancing authority boundaries.  The CARB, PUC, and 

CEC may wish to convene a technical working group including the balancing authorities 

in the state to review the information sources for these intra-balancing authority imports 

into California.  

For purposes of identifying inter- and intra- balancing authority imports into 

California, the balancing authorities in California are:  

 California Independent System Operator (CAISO) 

 Imperial Irrigation District (IID) 
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 Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 

 PacifiCorp — West (PACW) 

 Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) 

 Sierra Pacific Power Company (SPP) 

 Turlock Irrigation District (TID) 

 Western Area Power Administration, Lower Colorado Region (WALC) 

(possible- for Needham Municipal Utility District) 

PG&E does not have any intra-balancing authority imports but it is generally 

publicly known that certain generation resources may serve California load without 

having E-tags.  This may include energy from Intermountain and Hoover Dam, energy 

serving PACW and SPP, and power imported using CAISO facilities in Northern 

Mexico.  Imports from these facilities can be accounted for using information from the 

appropriate market participants, scheduling coordinators and balancing authorities.  

Again, it is important to note that this tracking of inter- and intra-balancing 

authority imports would need to occur under the first seller/deliverer approach or a 

“load-based cap” approach in order for California to accurately assess its electricity 

imports.  

. 4.  What agency could/would identify importing contractual 
parties? Is there already a state or federal official compilation of 
these market participants? 

Under AB 32, like other air quality laws and regulations, the California Air 

Resources Board (CARB), the agency with responsibility to regulate GHG emissions, 

would be the entity that would identify importing contractual parties and require those 

parties to report emissions associated with their sales and deliveries of power into the 

state. 
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The WECC and balancing authorities such as the CAISO maintain an official 

compilation of market participants using the transmission grid in California and 

throughout the West.  All owners, operators and users of the bulk electric system are 

required to register with the WECC.  This information is available at: 

http://www.wecc.biz/wrap/registration/currentWECC%20Entity%20Registration.pdf 

In addition, the WECC maintains the Western Interchange Tool, which is a 

database of all of the NERC E-tags in the WECC.  

In addition, lists of wholesale electricity market participants and related 

transactions are reported to or gathered by other entities, such as the California Energy 

Commission, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, the U.S. Department of 

Energy, as well as commercial trade press and newsletters.  While AB 32 authorizes the 

CARB to require reporting and compliance by all covered entities independent of these 

sources of information, it would be able to use these various third party sources as a 

supplement to its own auditing and verification functions.  

. 5.  Could the deliverer/first-seller be identified by means other 
than the NERC E-tag? If so, please explain. 

Yes.  Under AB 32, as under most environmental statutes, complying and 

reporting entities will be under the legal obligation to identify themselves and report 

their imports to the CARB.  These reporting requirements would be needed under either 

the first seller approach or under a load-based cap.  For example, as CARB’s AB 32 

reporting protocols note, emissions from combustion are reported by facilities or other 

reporting entities under reporting requirements promulgated by the regulatory authority, 

e.g. US EPA under 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 75.  Thus, under AB 32, CARB 

would require all applicable entities registered in the WECC to report their import-based 
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emissions if they import power into California for ultimate consumption in California.  

For inter-balancing authority imports, information could be substantiated through 

independent auditing and verification using the schedules developed by the importers 

and balancing authorities.  E-tags would be a more detailed source of information and 

could be obtained from the importers through verification and auditing.  

For intra-balancing authority imports, documentation generated by the importers 

and intra-balancing authority transactions would be used.  

Again, these reporting, verification and auditing activities to accurately identify 

imports would occur regardless of whether the point of regulation is the load serving 

entity or the first seller/deliverer.  

. 6.  How would a deliverer/first-seller system deal with power 
marketers and brokers? 

Power marketers would be regulated in the same way as other first 

sellers/deliverers.  Brokers typically do not take title to power, but to the extent that a 

broker meets the definition of a first seller or deliverer, it would be subject to the same 

compliance and reporting obligations as any other wholesale seller or deliverer. 

. 7.  How would treatment of imports differ in a deliverer/first-
seller system compared to a load-based approach? 

Under a load based cap, importers have no compliance responsibility (unless 

they are an LSE) and would have no direct obligation to report electricity imports  When 

LSEs take possession of power outside of California and import it into the state e.g. as a 

first seller/deliverer, they will know the characteristics of the import to the same extent 

as other importers.  However, for power imported by other entities, LSEs will have no 

idea whether the system power they purchase in-state originated outside of California or 

not.  These system contracts are important least-cost, reliable energy products, but LSEs 
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do not know the generation sources of this electricity they deliver to end-users.  Thus, 

under a load-based cap, the regulators will have to undertake a complicated and, likely, 

controversial task of assigning the responsibility of the dispatch of a particular 

generation facility or import contract to a particular LSE.  This process is likely to be 

contentious as LSEs are somehow assigned emissions from imports or in-state facilities 

over which they had no dispatch decision.  

Under a load based cap, an additional means of contract shuffling becomes 

available.  If the LSE itself imports the power, then region specific CO2 default 

emissions rates would be used.  However, if the import region specific CO2 default 

emissions rate is higher than the California default emission rate, then the LSE can allow 

a third party to do the importing and purchase the power within California, avoiding the 

direct responsibility of the higher import default emissions rate.  In addition, if a 

purchase is done through a pool under a load based cap, then the assignment of an in-

state or import-based default emissions rate necessarily involves guess work since the 

LSE cannot know where the power purchased through the pool was sourced.  If an LSE 

had to establish a unit specific import relationship for unit-specific emissions attribution, 

the CARB would have to maintain a list of these unit specific relationships to validate or 

enforce these claims. 

Unlike a load based cap, the first seller approach eliminates line of sight 

problems for all in-state generation and minimizes line of sight problems for imports 

because transactions do not need tracking after in-state delivery occurs  First sellers 

report imports to CARB based on approved documentation.  The E-tag and balancing 

authority information can substantiate who the importer is, how much they have 
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imported, and which region the imports originate (PNW or DSW), and a separate 

exercise establishes the emissions associated with those imports.  Region specific CO2 

default emissions rates are assigned to all unspecified imports.  Specific emissions are 

assigned to importer-owned generation, unit specific contracts, and RPS eligible 

imports.  Unit specific relationships can be validated and enforced through 

documentation of the unit specific claims themselves.  

. 8.  To sum up your answers to the previous questions, provide a 
succinct but complete definition that identifies, for each way in which 
electricity could be delivered to the California grid, the entities that 
would be responsible for compliance with AB 32 regulations under a 
deliverer/first-seller approach. 

Any entity which owns the electricity and which is the first entity to sell or 

deliver that electricity at a delivery point within California will be responsible for 

compliance and reporting of the GHG emissions associated with that sale or delivery of 

electricity.  This definition would apply equally to the sale or delivery of power 

generated within the state as well as power generated outside the state that is delivered 

and consumed within the state. 

B. General Policy Issues 

. 9.  Compare and contrast the environmental integrity of a 
deliverer/first-seller and a load-based approach.  How would a 
deliverer/first-seller approach address leakage?  How would a 
deliverer/first-seller approach address contract shuffling? 

a. Leakage 

The environmental integrity of AB32 will depend in large part on its ability to 

effectively control “leakage”.  Leakage refers to increases in greenhouse gas emissions 

resulting from shifts in production (of electricity and other products) from sources 

subject to GHG emissions limits to sources outside the purview of the cap-and-trade 
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program.  Leakage is a particular concern within the electric power sector because there 

is regular trade in electricity across state lines, and greenhouse gas emissions can vary 

widely depending on the technologies used to generate power. 

In order to effectively address leakage, all electricity generation supplying the 

California market—whether in-state or out-of-state—must internalize the costs of GHG 

emissions.   

The deliverer/first-seller option provides a more effective response to leakage by 

directly internalizing the GHG compliance costs in both in-state generation and imports.  

In-state California generators will reflect the cost of GHG allowances in their electricity 

bid prices submitted to the California ISO.  Similarly, importers of electricity—

responsible for surrendering allowances under the deliverer/first-seller approach—will 

factor these costs into their decision to import power, or risk making uneconomic 

decisions.  

In contrast, under a load based cap, the load serving entity would be responsible 

for compliance.  Importers and other sellers bidding into the California power market 

would have no compliance obligation and would, therefore, not reflect any GHG 

compliance costs in their electricity bid prices.  As mentioned, LSEs would incur these 

costs outside of the power markets. 

b. Contract Shuffling 

In the context of CO2 regulation, “contract shuffling” occurs when California 

energy suppliers negotiate contracts to supply power with low- or zero-GHG emissions 

to meet California load, while higher emitting sources are left to satisfy load outside of 

the cap-and-trade program.  By renegotiating contract arrangements, but not changing 

the overall utilization of higher emitting power plants, California could technically 
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satisfy the obligations of an electric sector cap-and-trade program, but whether the spirit 

of the law has been met would be subject to debate. 

In the context of a load based cap, contract shuffling may occur as load serving 

entities negotiate contracts with low- or zero-emitting sources in neighboring states, 

while in-state generating sources seek to export their electricity in order to avoid 

California’s GHG limits.  Contract shuffling could also occur under the deliverer/first-

seller approach as importers claim that clean generation is being exported to California 

to take advantage of the price premium.   

Contract shuffling will be an issue under any regime where California is the sole 

state in the WECC with a preference for low carbon resources.  In order to address the 

potential for contract shuffling, California should seek to expand the scope of the 

program to include additional western states, a process already underway under the 

auspices of the Western Regional Climate Action Initiative, and to do so under a first 

deliverer/seller point of regulation.  Only under a first deliverer/seller approach will 

additional sources of emissions be brought within the cap and the potential for contract 

shuffling be reduced with an expansion of the geographic scope of the program.  In 

contrast, under a load-based approach, all states in the WECC will need to set default 

emissions rates for imports, which is likely to be a controversial, contentious and high-

stakes exercise. 

c. Monitoring, Reporting and Dispatch of Generation 

Accurate and transparent monitoring and reporting of emissions will be critical 

for ensuring the environmental integrity of a California GHG regulatory regime.  

Therefore, PG&E favors the deliverer/first-seller approach because it allows more 

accurate monitoring and assignment of emissions, minimizing the line of sight problems 
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for imports because transactions do not need tracking after in-state delivery occurs.  The 

load based cap necessitates some methodology for assigning emissions from facilities 

and imports to LSEs, perhaps through default emissions values.  This introduces 

imprecision, uncertainty, chance for error and greater incentive for gaming in the 

emissions of the complying entity, the LSE.  The imprecision of the load based cap 

introduces increased uncertainty to the measurement of emissions reductions actions 

taken by the LSE for its load.  

In the electricity industry, the capped entities should be able to determine 

accurately the emissions associated with their electricity and therefore more accurately 

factor in GHG compliance costs in generation investment and operational decisions.  

The fact that more generation will be dispatched through a common pool such as the 

CAISO’s Integrated Forward Market under the MRTU, means an LSE will have less 

control over what generation dispatches for its load and, therefore, will have less 

accurate information upon which to make its procurement decisions. 

Under a load based cap, generators will not include the GHG allowance price in 

the dispatch price.  Since GHG costs will not be included in generators’ bids into the 

Integrated Forward Market, the CAISO will not be able to dispatch bids or curtail 

generation based on all economic inputs, because the GHG emissions price is not 

included.  Over time, this may significantly affect actual day-to-day emissions quantities 

if dispatch does not reflect GHG costs. 

. 10.  Would the scale of possible emissions leakage or contract 
shuffling differ under the deliverer/first-seller approach compared to 
a load-based approach? 

The scale of possible emissions leakage is much greater under a load based cap 

than under the first seller approach.  Leakage occurs as importers bid power into a 
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California ISO market without internalizing the GHG price.  The lower bids for the 

cheaper, imported electricity will be accepted without reflecting emissions costs, the 

entities will receive a price based on gas-fired electricity.  At the same time, emissions 

will be attributed  to LSEs, presumably knowing the power quantities but not the source.   

Contract shuffling will be an issue under any regime where California is the sole 

state in the WECC regulating GHG emissions under its own standards.  The scale of 

potential contract shuffling is likely to be similar under both the load based and first 

seller approaches.  However, there is a slightly increased chance of contract shuffling 

under the load based cap if in-state generation sources have an opportunity to escape 

regulation by exporting electricity and importing lower-emitting generation 

(“greenwashing through exports”).  In addition, the use of a load based cap with a power 

pool such as the CAISO’s Integrated Forward Market significantly expands the inability 

to have a clear line-of-sight on GHG emissions through the blending of higher- and 

lower- emitting sources bidding into the pool. 

. 11.  Is there any advantage to applying the deliverer/firstseller 
approach to reporting only, while having the retail providers be the 
point of regulation (as with load based)? Why or why not? 

Yes. In PG&E’s view, these are independent issues, and the first seller/deliverer 

is in a better position to provide accurate reporting regardless of the point of regulation.  

However, it is more logical and more administratively efficient for the entity with better 

ability to know and report its emissions to also be the entity subject to compliance with 

the regulation of those emissions, which PG&E believes should be the first 

seller/deliverer. 

As PG&E has recommended in its comments on AB 32 reporting protocols, 

reporting responsibility should be assigned to parties with the most operational or 
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management control that corresponds to responsibility for implementing health, 

environmental and safety rules for the facility that is the source of the greenhouse gas 

emissions that are being reported.  This would apply without regard to whether the point 

of regulation under AB 32 is the retail provider or the first seller, because in either case, 

direct reporting by operators or managers of emitting facilities would be more accurate 

than indirect reporting by retail providers. 

Thus, regardless of the point of regulation, all first sellers should report 

greenhouse gas emissions associated with their power sales and deliveries into 

California.  The ARB is expected to mandate that all in-state facilities greater than 1 

MW directly report their emissions using a methodology similar to the first seller 

approach. All approaches will have to track imports as accurately as possible.  Accurate 

tracking of imports will help the state understand if leakage is occurring; from where; 

and because of which market participants; regardless of the point of regulation.  

. 12.  Compare and contrast the deliverer/first-seller and load-
based approaches in terms of their impacts on electricity prices, 
costs, and reliability for consumers. 

Customer costs from energy procurement and administrative costs will be the 

same or greater under the load-based cap than under the first seller approach.  The tables 

below show illustrative cost implications under the first seller and load based cap 

scenarios.  Under the load based cap, the wholesale market price of electricity will not 

include the CO2 cost.  The GHG cost will be incurred by LSEs separate from the 

wholesale commodity market.  Low emitting generation will be more valuable, and 

sellers of this generation may negotiate a long term contract with the LSE enabling the 

LSE to reduce its need for allowances.  In the example below, PG&E illustrates this 

using a GHG price of $20/ Metric Ton.  The coal generator is less likely to receive a 
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unit-specific contract and more likely to be dispatched through the forward market.  The 

resulting “system” electricity is assigned to the LSE.  Depending on the choice of the 

default emissions rate for the system electricity, it is likely that the LSE will have to pay 

for GHG allowances on a value based on an emissions rate somewhere between that coal 

and gas generation for the system energy.  Regardless of the emissions rate chosen, it is 

very likely that the coal facility will continue to dispatch as before.  

In the first seller example, the GHG cost for the resource on the margin is 

included in the dispatch price of electricity.  In the example below, wholesale market 

price, which PG&E anticipates will be largely based on the variable cost of a combined 

cycle unit, will increase from $49 to $57 because of the GHG cost.  All generators 

receive this higher price, but the profit margin of the coal generator shrinks because the 

coal generator must internalize some GHG costs that cannot be passed on to the 

consumer.  The ultimate cost to customers depends on the default emissions rate used for 

power for which there is no line of sight.  If it is based on combined cycle technology, 

then costs should be about the same under either a load-based cap or a first seller 

approach.  If it is based on a coal technology without sequestrations, then costs will 

likely be higher under a LBC than under a first seller approach.  Please note that the 

examples below assume line-of-sight for combined cycle and hydroelectric facilities.  

Market dynamics are more complex and costs are less certain if all combined cycle 

facilities do not have a clear line-of-sight.   
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GHG Point of Compliance: Load-Serving Entity 

  
Running Cost 
$/MWh 

Wholesale 
Market Price 
$/MWh 

CO2 Cost to 
LSE $/MWh at 
$20/ Metric 
Ton 

Ultimate Cost 
to Ratepayer 
$/MWh 

Generator's 
Profit Margin 
$/MWh 

Gas-CC (price-
setter) $49 $49 $8 $57 $0 
Hydro (price-
taker) $0 $49 $0 $57 $57 
Coal Plant 
(price-taker) $26 $49 $8-$20(i) $57-$69(i) $23 
 
(i) This range is driven by a policy choice in setting a default emissions rate. PG&E 
believes that the default emissions rate should reflect actual market conditions, which it 
believes would be closer to $57 under this illustrative example. 

GHG Point of Compliance: First Seller 

  
Running Cost 
$/MWh 

CO2 Cost to 
Generator 
$/MWh at $20/ 
Metric Ton 

Wholesale 
Market Price 
$/MWh 

Ultimate Cost 
to Ratepayer 
$/MWh 

Generator's 
Profit Margin 
$/MWh 

Gas-CC (price-
setter) $49 $8 $57 $57 $0 
Hydro (price-
taker) $0 $0 $57 $57 $57 
Coal Plant 
(price-taker) $26 $8-$20 $57 $57 $11-$23 
 

Additionally, if the value of the allowances is given to the LSEs, the LSEs can 

use these funds to mitigate customer costs under either a load based cap or first seller 

point of regulation.  

Administrative costs are likely to be higher under the load based cap.  All 

regulatory approaches will track emissions from in-state facilities greater than 1 MW 

and will need to track imports.  While data from individual importers does not 

necessarily have to be captured under the load based cap, PG&E recommends that it 

should still be tracked for California to most accurately identify the origin and quantity 

of imports and whether and why import levels change.  In the load based cap, the state 

will need the additional regulatory layer of assigning emissions to individual LSEs when 

there is no line-of-sight from individual generators or imports contracts to specific load.  
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This administrative process is likely to be complicated and contentious, and therefore 

costly.  

. 13.  Would a deliverer/first-seller approach and a loadbased 
approach have different impacts on wholesale power prices?  Which 
would result in higher prices? Why? Is this good or bad? 

Under the first seller approach, wholesale electricity prices will rise to reflect the 

CO2 cost of the marginal unit.  The price of all generation will increase, but those 

generators whose CO2 costs increase more than that of the marginal resource will realize 

less profit and may dispatch less.  Under a load based cap, wholesale prices may not 

increase because the generators are not likely to include their GHG emission costs in 

their bids, but the LSE will separately incur the cost-of allowances needed to match 

emissions and pass this cost to customers.  Since the GHG allowance price is a real cost 

to consumers, market efficiency will improve if it is internalized into the dispatch 

decision.  Under a load based cap, dispatch of generation and actual emissions into the 

atmosphere may not reflect, or may affect only in a general way, actual GHG emissions 

cost.  Over time, the lack of a clear GHG price in bids may significantly affect day-to-

day emissions quantities. 

As explained above in the response to Question 12, despite the fact that 

wholesale prices will increase under the first seller approach, consumers’ prices may 

increase less than under a load based cap.  There are at least two related considerations 

here.  First, if a high default emissions rate is chosen, then customers will pay more for 

any transaction that is not unit-specific, and the quantity of generation to which this high 

default emission rate will be applied is greater than under a first seller approach.  

Second, and running counter to objectives of the MRTU, there will be a tendency to do 

more unit-specific contracts with low emitting generation, which will increase overall 
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procurement costs and possibly affect contract performance assurance. 

. 14.  What impact would a deliverer/first-seller approach have on 
long-term investment in low-GHG emitting generation technologies?  
Is this better or worse than under a load-based cap? Why? 

When evaluating whether a load based cap or a first seller approach might 

provide a greater incentive to invest in GHG reducing technologies, both a “technology 

push” and “demand pull” perspective should be considered.  It should be noted here that 

investment also will originate from the entities with a direct interest in the technology 

push, and not providing the demand pull. 

In PG&E’s view, the economic costs of complying with AB32 will be 

approximately the same in the electric sector whether a load based cap or the first seller 

approach is employed.  In purely economic terms, a utility will endeavor to minimize its 

procurement costs, including reducing AB32 compliance costs, by shifting its purchase 

from CO2 emitting resources to those that do not emit CO2, including demand side 

resources.  In this sense, neither a load based cap nor a first seller approach provides an 

advantage. 

From an investment and funding perspective, across a whole range of GHG-

reducing technologies, including e.g. customer energy efficiency, renewable energy 

generation, and carbon sequestration, the sources of funding will need to be broad and 

diverse, and not limited to revenues from an LSE’s customers to comply with AB 32 or 

with their procurement needs (“demand pull” investment or funding sources).  Thus, 

many other entities, particularly investors in new low-carbon power generation 

technologies and customer energy efficiency technologies, will need to be the source of 

direct investment in the new technologies (“technology push”), independent of the 

utilities and their customers.  
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Under a load based cap or a first seller methodology, the utilities would not be 

making low-carbon technology investments without CPUC oversight and approval.  

Furthermore, if under a first-seller methodology either the utilities believe that the 

market is not meeting its needs or if the CPUC wishes to see utilities support more 

extensive development of low-carbon technologies, the CPUC can approve or encourage 

utility investment just like it would under a load-based methodology.  

With many of the emerging carbon capture and sequestration technologies, the 

state of the technology, the level of risk, and the breadth of the benefits would imply that 

funding may come from a government agency such the Department of Energy, making it 

irrelevant whether a load based cap or a first-seller methodology is in place. 

In summary, the economics for GHG reducing technologies are likely to be 

equivalent under a first seller or a load based cap.  The sources of investment or funding 

will come a diverse group, from entities which may be considered in the technology 

push category, from governmental entities, or from utilities and their customers.  PG&E 

does not view either a first seller approach or a load based cap as providing an advantage 

for this purpose.   

. 15.  How would a deliverer/first-seller approach interact with an 
upstream program design as articulated in Chapter 4 of the Market 
Advisory Committee report? Explain your answer in detail. 

As described in Chapter 4 of the Market Advisory Committee report, a cap-and-

trade program can regulate greenhouse gas emissions at different points in the energy 

supply chain.  One option is to regulate emissions “upstream” at the point of fuel supply 

(e.g., petroleum refineries and natural gas processing facilities) based on the carbon 

content of the fuel supplied.  Emissions can also be regulated “downstream” (e.g., power 

plants and other industrial facilities) based on the actual emissions of the facility.  This is 
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the approach used by EPA’s Acid Rain program, the European Union’s Emissions 

Trading Scheme (EU ETS), the Northeast’s RGGI program, and traditional source-based 

regulation of emissions from stationary sources.  The deliverer/first-seller approach is an 

example of a “downstream” regulatory approach because emissions are regulated—

directly or indirectly—at the point of combustion. 

The upstream program design articulated in Chapter 4 of the MAC Report 

necessitates accounting for electricity imports separately from in-state generation since 

the emissions associated with fuel for in-state generation would be captured upstream.  

Since regulated entities cannot differentiate between imported electricity imported and 

electricity from in-state generation under the load based cap because of the line of sight, 

isues discussed elsewhere in our response, opting for a load based cap would preclude 

the ability to put the MAC’s Chapter 4 approach into place.  Under the first seller 

approach and the Chapter 4 design, importers of electricity would be the point of 

regulation for electricity generated out-of-state. In-state electricity sector emissions 

would be regulated at the pipeline or processor.  

. 16.  What impact would a deliverer/first-seller approach have on 
electricity service providers? 

To the extent an electricity service provider meets the definition of a first seller 

or deliverer, it would be subject to the same compliance and reporting obligations as any 

other wholesale seller or deliverer.  Under a load based cap, electricity service providers 

will also be a point of regulation with the same compliance and reporting obligations as 

any other load serving entity.  
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C. Interaction with Energy Markets 

. 17.  Compare and contrast the impact that a deliverer/firstseller 
and a load-based system would have on the existing wholesale energy 
markets, both at the 

California Independent System Operator (CAISO) and outside of it. 
 

Currently, there exist a bilateral wholesale energy forward and day ahead 

markets and CAISO markets for ancillary services and balancing energy. In bilateral 

markets, counterparties are matched up by voice or electronic brokers and remain 

anonymous until after transactions are agreed upon or execute directly between each 

other.  Under a load based cap, the price of purchases made through these markets would 

not include the GHG costs, leading to the reduced line-of-sight and lack of GHG price 

internalization discussed in the responses to prior questions above. 

. 18.  For those entities participating in the CAISO markets, what 
would be the likely differential impacts of a deliverer/first-seller 
versus a load-based system on the CAISO’s implementation of the 
Market Redesign and Technology Update (MRTU) system, including 
day-ahead and real-time markets for energy, transmission, and 
reserves? 

After the Integrated Forward Market (IFM) is implemented through MRTU, the 

CAISO will dispatch generation resources bid into the IFM based on bid prices.  The 

IFM will provide a centralized platform for all of the transactions currently occurring in 

the bilateral market.  It is expected that all generation resources excepting nuclear, 

hydro, and must-takes will be dispatched through the IFM.  The fact that more 

generation will be dispatched through a common pool means an LSE will have less 

control over which generating units are dispatched, and therefore, will have a reduced 

opportunity to directly purchase power from lower emitting sources.   

Since GHG costs will not be included in generators’ bids into the IFM under a 
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load based cap, the CAISO-administered dispatch based on these bids will not reflect all 

costs to the consumer.  Over time, this may significantly affect actual day-to-day 

emissions quantities.  Since economic dispatch is one of the foundational purposes of the 

MRTU, a load based cap would undermine MRTU’s effectiveness.  In addition, one 

effect of the MRTU may be fewer unit-specific contracts, since more units will bid into 

a pool, improving market efficiency.  Under a load based cap, however, LSEs may 

prefer bilateral contracts particularly if the default emissions rate is set at a high or 

unpredictable level.  This also will frustrate the MRTU goal of a more efficient market.   

. 19.  To what extent would either approach (deliverer/firstseller 
or load-based) be likely to alter the dispatch of existing generation 
units in the near-term? Why? If there is a difference between the 
approaches, how significant would it be? 

A load based cap is not likely to change near term dispatch to reflect GHG 

emissions costs.  On the other hand, the first seller approach will have the potential to 

affect dispatch because generators will internalize the CO2 costs, particularly over time 

as new technologies become commercial.  Whether or not actual dispatch will change 

depends on the price of the CO2 allowance and the relative variable costs of various 

generating technologies and projects.  In the near-term, if the CO2 price is low or 

moderate, then dispatch is unlikely to change.  If the CO2 price is very high, then the 

running cost of the higher emitting resources may become more expensive than lower 

emitting resources, and the dispatch order may change.  If the CO2 price is high enough 

that coal becomes the marginal fuel, then higher emitting resources such as coal will be 

curtailed and replaced with lower emitting resources or customer energy efficiency. 
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D. Interaction with Existing Programs and Policies   

. 20.  How would a deliverer/first-seller approach interact with the 
Public Utilities Commission’s Resource Adequacy requirements and 
procurement/portfolio oversight?  How would this approach affect 
efforts to maintain resource adequacy by the publicly-owned utilities 
(POUs)? 

Resource adequacy (RA) is a regulatory requirement for a capacity product that 

is utilized when needed.  In other words, it is a product that has no GHG impact unless 

and until it is called upon by the load serving entity and/or the CAISO and then results in 

emissions associated with the delivery of energy.  Currently LSEs contract directly with 

suppliers of RA resources (e.g., generators and marketers).  However, the CAISO has 

the right and the ability to call on these resources to meet operating standards.  Once the 

CAISO calls upon a resource it effectively goes from being capacity to energy, thereby 

triggering a GHG impact.   

Under a load based cap, if an RA product were called by the CAISO, an 

allocation of the benefits of this call would need to be made to all benefiting LSEs, who 

were allocated the RA costs.  Under the first seller approach, the first seller of the 

electricity would have the compliance obligation.  Neither approach would impact 

fulfillment of the reliability requirements established by the CAISO or CPUC or LSEs, 

because in either case, the regulatory and contractual requirements for RA remain the 

same. 

. 21.  How would a deliverer/first-seller approach interact with the 
Public Utilities Commission's promotion of end-use efficiency?  How 
would this approach affect energy efficiency programs for the POUs?  
Under which system (deliverer/first-seller or load-based) would the 
penetration of end-use efficiency likely be greater? 

Why?  

The first seller approach and a load based cap should affect customer energy 
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efficiency (CEE) programs equally.  Currently, cost effective energy efficiency is 

already the first resource in the preferred loading order, which is a California energy 

policy established separately from AB 32. PG&E and other LSEs already have programs 

underway to meet aggressive CEE goals under the preferred loading order, and the 

funding for those programs has been provided and mandated separate from AB 32.  

Under a load based cap, LSEs will have some incentive to increase energy efficiency 

programs to lower compliance responsibilities under AB 32, in addition to existing 

incentives and mandates under the preferred loading order.  Under the first seller 

approach, incentives will be similar, because electricity prices will be higher due to the 

internalized costs of AB 32 compliance, which in turn will make more energy efficiency 

more cost effective while maintaining existing incentives under existing CPUC 

programs and mandates, such as the preferred loading order.  Thus, incentives and 

implementation of CEE will be comparable under either point of regulation of electricity 

for GHG compliance.  

Customer energy efficiency improvements also independently may arise from 

more efficient federal and state building and appliance standards, from other utility 

customer energy efficiency programs, from price increases and from technology 

innovation generally and possibly other means.  Still another approach possibly which 

could be considered is improving the energy efficiency of existing buildings and the 

appliances in those buildings at the time is the buildings are sold or transferred.   

. 22.  How would a deliverer/first-seller approach interact with the 
State’s Renewable Portfolio Standard requirements (both existing 
and proposed)? 

The first seller/deliverer approach would not affect the State’s Renewable 

Portfolio Standard, as it exists now or may be expanded in the future, because AB 32 is 
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an environmental statute directed at the regulation and reduction of GHG emissions, and 

therefore does not affect the independent authority and responsibilities of the CPUC and 

utilities regarding meeting the RPS standard.  Conversely, RPS compliance by the 

utilities independent of AB 32 may indirectly help achieve the goals of AB 32 at 

uncertain cost, because substitution of non-CO2 emitting renewable energy for CO2-

emitting sources may reduce overall GHG emissions within California or associated 

with electricity sold or delivered into California.  Utilities will comply with RPS 

regulations whether the deliverer/first seller or a load based cap is the point of 

regulation. 

. 23.  How should renewable energy generators be treated under a 
deliverer/first-seller system? 

Renewable energy with zero GHG emissions would not be subject to regulation 

under the first seller approach.  The deliverer/first-seller approach will encourage 

investment in renewable energy technology by increasing the operating costs of 

conventional fossil fuel-fired power plants (thereby improving the economics of 

renewable energy technologies).  Certain categories of renewable energy may require 

special consideration under either a deliverer/first seller or load-based system in order to 

provide the proper incentives for renewable energy development.  For example, 

combustion of biomass will generate CO2 emissions.  However, the net greenhouse gas 

emissions from biomass combustion may be zero, assuming that the biomass is 

harvested in a sustainable manner.  The Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) 

Model Rule provides a possible approach for addressing this issue.   

. 24.  Compare and contrast the impact of a deliverer/first seller 
and a load-based approach on the voluntary renewables market. 

The voluntary renewables market is dependent on the ability to transact with 
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"Green Tags," an unbundled energy product where the energy and the renewable 

attribute are separate components of the total MWh sold.  California, currently, does not 

recognize the unbundled green tag for RPS compliance.  However, given the economic 

advantage that voluntary renewables would have under AB 32 under either the first 

seller approach or a load based cap, it is reasonable to assume that neither approach 

would have any direct effect on the current voluntary renewables market, all else being 

equal. 

. 25.  Would one approach (deliverer/first-seller or load-based) 
have an advantage over the other in producing the greatest amount 
of emissions reductions through modifications (e.g., retrofitting, 
efficiency improvements, etc.) to existing power plants? Why? 

No, for the reasons stated in the responses to questions 12 and 14.   
 

E. Reporting, Tracking, and Verification  

. 26.  What would be the data and administrative requirements of 
the deliverer/first-seller approach? 

Under both the first seller and load based cap approaches, the CARB will collect 

emissions information from all in-state generation sources greater than 1 MW. For in-

state generation, the first seller approach requires no other data collection.  A load based 

cap, on the other hand, requires much more additional data to attribute emissions to 

LSEs when the line of sight from the in-state generator to the LSE is not clear.  To 

accomplish this, LSEs and the state will have to undergo a complicated exercise of 

attribution and/or assignment of default emission rates.  However determined, this 

process will be administratively complex and time consuming, and will necessarily be an 

approximation.  

Under either the first seller or load based cap approaches, CARB will need to 

collect information on imports.  Data from individual importers would need to be 
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captured under a load based cap as well as under the first seller/deliverer approach, in 

order to most accurately identify the origin and quantity of imports where there is not a 

clear line-of-sight.  Again, an attribution or assignment of a default emissions rate will 

be necessary, will be complex and time consuming, and will be an approximation.  

For both approaches, importers will have to submit the following information: 

1.  Entity importing 

2.  Amount imported 

3.  Region of origin of import 

4.  Unit specific relationships 

For a method of substantiation of items 1-3 for audit and verification purposes, 

PG&E believes that NERC E-tags are very good source documents.  Methods for 

balancing authorities whose boundaries cross state lines may require other 

documentation.  These activities to accurately identify imports would occur regardless of 

whether the point of regulation is the load based approach or the first seller/deliverer 

approach. 

. 27.  How would the deliverer/first-seller approach relate to the 
Public Utilities Commission/Energy Commission Staff reporting 
protocol proposal, i.e., would the deliverer/first-seller approach 
require modifications to the Staff reporting proposal, or could it 
serve as an interim reporting protocol?  If modifications are 
required, what exactly would they be? 

As PG&E has noted in its prior comments on reporting protocols, the Staff 

reporting proposal should be revised to place the reporting responsibility on first sellers, 

rather than on the LSEs.  Note that whoever has the reporting responsibility, the source 

data will need to be obtained from the first sellers.  Reporting requirements for first 

sellers are described in the response to the previous question.  Default emissions rate for 
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in-state purchases would no longer be necessary.  Default emissions rates will still be 

needed for imports.  These default emissions rates, and the policy for updating these 

rates, would be determined through technical evaluation and calculation based on input 

from interested parties and agency staff.   

. 28.  If a deliverer/first-seller approach is adopted, what would be 
the pros and cons of requiring reporting both from deliverers/first 
sellers and retail providers, in order to provide ARB with multiple 
control data sets for comparison? 

Because the information from first sellers would be used to estimate LSE 

reported information, requiring LSEs to report would not provide the CARB with an 

independent or additional source of information.  Additionally, given the necessary 

approximations required to assign energy from individual facilities and import 

transactions to load, LSE reports would be less accurate and of limited usefulness.  

. 29.  Compare and contrast the ability of a deliverer/firstseller 
and a load-based system to create confidence for investors and 
confidence for environmental advocates about tracking and 
compliance. 

Accurate monitoring and reporting of emissions (and rigorous enforcement) is 

fundamental to the proper functioning of an emissions trading market.  Investors, 

regulated entities, and other stakeholders must have confidence in the value of the 

commodity being traded.  An allowance should reflect the right to emit one ton, and only 

one ton, of CO2e.  Again, this requires accurate monitoring and reporting of emissions. 

As a load-serving entity, PG&E can only estimate the CO2 emissions associated 

with the company’s retail power sales because a significant portion of our load is served 

by general system purchases, which cannot be traced back to a specific generating 

facility.  This makes it impossible to determine the precise emissions associated with the 

electricity we deliver. 
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The CAISO MRTU initiative will only further exacerbate these tracking issues.  

In contrast, the first-seller approach allows the precise monitoring and reporting 

of emissions from in-state power plants; data that are already collected and reported by 

some facilities under the Acid Rain program.  A system would need to be developed for 

tracking emissions associated with imports, which introduces some complexities.  It 

requires that emissions be traced to the point of first delivery inside the state.  However, 

it avoids the need to trace emissions from their source the point of first delivery inside 

the state to the load serving entity.  Emissions would only need to be traced to the 

importer of the power.  

The increased confidence in reporting under the first seller approach will enable 

more confidence in AB 32’s tracking and compliance mechanisms.  

. 30.  Who/what governs access to the purchasing/selling entity 
data on the NERC E-tags?  What would a state agency need to do to 
obtain access to E-tag data? 

The E-tag information is within the possession of sellers, deliverers, schedulers, 

buyers, the balancing authorities, and the WECC.  The balancing authorities and the 

WECC govern access to the E-tags, but the information included in the E-tags is 

obtainable directly from reporting and complying entities and subject to independent 

verification and audit by CARB, similar to under other environmental regulations.   

. 31.  What role would the CAISO play, if any, in the 
implementation and administration of a deliverer/first seller 
program?  What role would other control area operators or 
balancing authorities play? 

The CAISO, other balancing authorities and other control area operators would 

play no formal role.  However, CARB as the lead AB 32 regulatory agency could 

consult with the CPUC, the CEC, the CAISO, the WECC and other balancing authorities 
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and control area operators to determine the most efficient and administratively 

convenient means of obtaining necessary and auditable emissions  and power sales 

information from power importers.  While the first sellers would provide compliance 

reporting documentation, the balancing authorities and WECC can advise CARB on 

format and level of documentation.  In addition, WECC maintains a listing of market 

participants.  This list can be used to identify entities who are potential first sellers and 

who would be required to submit E-tags or other substantiating information.  The 

CARB, PUC, and CEC also can work with the balancing authorities in the state to 

account for intra-balancing authority imports into California. 

F. GHG Emissions Allowance Allocation Issues  

. 32.  Would implementation of a deliverer/first-seller approach 
necessitate auctioning of GHG emissions allowances? Why or why 
not? 

No.  The issue of whether and how to auction GHG emissions allowances is 

independent of the approach chosen for point of regulation.  The choice of an allocation 

methodology—an auction or free allocation—should be based on equity economic 

efficiency criteria, not the point of regulation.   

PG&E recommends distributing allowances to load serving entities for the 

benefit of their customers, who will ultimately bear a significant share of the costs 

associated with a cap-and-trade program.  The allowances then would be distributed to 

first sellers as complying entities through an auction or some other approach that ensures 

that the value of the allowances are available as an offset against the costs of the 

allowances which customers ultimately pay for through their electric rates.  The 

revenues generated from the auction or other approach would be held for the benefit of 

load serving entities’ customers. 
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. 33.  If you do not believe that an auction would be required 
under the deliverer/first-seller approach, explain how an emissions 
allocation system would work under a deliverer/first-seller approach. 
In doing so, answer the following: 

a. To whom would allocations be given? 
b. If you recommend allowances be given to deliverers/first 

sellers, on what basis would allocations be given during any particular 
compliance period? 

c. How would the state of California know how many allowances 
were needed by importers? 

d. How would marketers be treated? 
e. How would electricity service providers be treated? 
f. Would zero-carbon generators also receive allowances? 
g. What would be the likelihood of windfall profits under such a 

system? 
h. How could such a system prevent windfall profits? 

 
PG&E supports the distribution of electric sector CO2 allowances to load serving 

entities to help mitigate the costs of the program on California’s electricity consumers, 

while promoting investment in energy efficiency programs and greenhouse gas 

reduction technologies, and using an allocation methodology that recognizes early 

actions.   

California would not distribute allowances directly to first sellers/deliverers; 

therefore, there would be no need to calculate an allocation of allowances for importing 

entities.  Zero-carbon generators are not emitters of GHGs and therefore would not 

directly receive allocation.  However, the design of a cap-and-trade market could allow 

for the unbundling and trading of the zero emissions attributes of such generators.  

Marketers and other electric service providers, including LSEs with their own GHG-

emitting generation, would need allowances to the extent that they serve as first 

sellers/deliverers of power into California that results in GHG emissions.  Allowances 

allocated to LSEs and subsequently auctioned or otherwise distributed, would be 

available on equal terms to both LSE and non-LSE first sellers. 
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This system avoids windfall profits in the allocation of allowances and is the best 

paradigm to protect customers.  Regardless of whether they receive the allowances for 

free, first sellers will include the opportunity cost of selling the allowances in their 

electricity bids and wholesale energy prices will increase.  To mitigate these wholesale 

price increases resulting from CO2 regulation, LSEs should be given the value of the 

allowances for the purpose of mitigating customer cost impacts.   

In the case of investor-owned utilities and possibly other LSEs, the overseeing 

agency or board would direct the sale of CO2 allowances.  For investor-owned utilities, 

the CPUC would supervise distribution of the revenues for the benefit of electricity 

consumers and possibly other purposes.  PG&E believes that the CPUC, with its 

knowledge of electricity customers, experience with energy efficiency programs and rate 

design, and demonstrated leadership on climate change, is well-suited to direct the 

distribution of those proceeds. 

. 34.  If you recommend allocation of allowances to retail 
providers, followed by an auction to deliverers/first sellers, how 
would such an auction be administered?  What kinds of issues would 
such a system raise? 

As indicated above, PG&E supports the initial distribution of electric sector CO2 

allowances to load serving entities for the benefit of California’s electricity consumers, 

with the allowances then being distributed to complying entities i.e. first sellers through 

an auction or some other market-based mechanism.  We would emphasize that the LSEs 

would not retain the economic value of the allowances, nor could the LSEs withhold the 

allowances from the market, driving up the price of allowances.  LSEs would not profit 

in any way from the sale of allowances to complying entities.  The value and revenues 

associated with the allowances allocated to the LSEs would be reserved directly for the 
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benefit of the LSEs’ customers, for the households and businesses who ultimately bear 

the costs of AB 32 in their electric rates. 

The CARB, with support from the CPUC and local governing boards of 

municipal utilities, would have oversight authority to ensure that LSEs satisfy the 

requirements of the program.  This could include an obligation to sell all of their 

allowances within a specified time period to avoid creating artificial scarcity in the 

allowance market.  Also, the funds generated as a result of the sale of the allowances 

should be directed to specified purposes to avoid interfering with the functioning of 

competitive electricity markets.  In particular, an allocation to LSEs would be structured 

to avoid creating any competitive advantage for affiliated or LSE-owned generation (i.e., 

load serving entities would be precluded from simply transferring or selling their 

allowances at below market rates to their own generating assets).   

The sale of allowances could be coordinated through various mechanisms, 

including a central auction with the proceeds returned to load serving entities based on 

their proportionate share of the allocation.  The auctions could be scheduled to allow 

deliverers/first sellers to acquire their allowances in advance of the actual compliance 

period.  Auctions could be conducted several times each year or at whatever frequency 

makes sense for market participants.  A secondary market would be likely to emerge, 

which would help in facilitating compliance planning. 

G. Relationship to Other Sectors Under AB 32 in California  

 
. 35.  Would GHG emissions allowances created under a 
deliverer/first-seller compliance regime in the electricity sector be 
compatible for trading with other sectors in the California economy, 
assuming a multisector cap–and-trade system? How? 

Yes.  Assuming that the electric sector is clearly delineated in terms of who has 
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compliance responsibility compared to other sectors, the deliverer/first seller approach 

should be compatible for trading with other sectors.  

H. Relationship to a Multi-State System Such as the Western Regional 
Climate Action Initiative  

. 36.  Compare and contrast the ability of a deliverer/firstseller 
and a load-based approach to avoid doublecounting of emissions 
between states. 

If multiple states in the western region adopt a load-based approach, there is a far 

greater likelihood of double counting emissions, particularly if inconsistent 

methodologies are used in the reporting emissions.  This problem arises both in 

establishing the emissions cap as well as in implementing the program.  The 

measurement and reporting of GHG emissions in the western region is significantly 

dependent on regional power flows and transactions.  For example, if California assumes 

that Oregon’s fossil resources serve Northwest load, leaving hydro resources for export, 

then California may be setting its cap artificially low.  Other states making different 

assumptions, may set their caps artificially high.  The deliverer/first seller approach can 

avoid double counting by regulating all in-state generation, while only regulating 

imports from states outside of the cap-and-trade program.  Also, the cap would need to 

be established based on a consistent region-wide methodology. 

In terms of implementation, expansion of a load based cap to multiple states:  (1) 

greatly expands the potential for double counting; (2) requires the attribution of 

emissions or setting of default emissions rates; and (3) sets the stage for a high stakes, 

contentious proceeding addressing the quantity of power and emissions exported from 

one state to another.  

Under a load based cap, importing and exporting states will want to minimize 
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their own liability, and will naturally be on opposing sides.  Instead of leading to the 

kind of regional cooperation necessary to achieve these reductions, this high stakes 

allocation of liability based on approximations will place states and entities within these 

states in adversarial positions.   

In contrast, if all states in the WECC are included in a first seller structure, the 

administration of a GHG program becomes simpler.  While a California-only approach 

must address imports to minimize leakage, when all states in the WECC participate there 

is no longer a need to track imports to minimize leakage.  A first seller approach then 

simply becomes a source-based regulation, and avoid the need for adversarial multiple 

state allocation proceedings. 

. 37.  How should exports from California be handled under a 
deliverer/first-seller approach?  Would the proper treatment of 
exports depend on whether the receiving state has a cap-and-trade 
system?  If so, how? 

From a policy perspective, exports can either be included or excluded from a 

deliverer/first-seller approach under a California-only program, assuming that is the 

statutory intent of AB 32.  However, the inclusion of more sources will reduce the 

potential for leakage.  Note as well that a California-only load based cap would exclude 

exports from sources within the state that are not load serving entities.  There also may 

be legal issues related to regulating exports under AB32, and PG&E addresses these in 

Attachment 1. 

. 38.  If some states in the region adopt a source-based system (or a 
load-based system which also regulates exports), how would the State 
of California verify the true source of imports in order to avoid 
double-regulation of power imported from other capped states? 

If multiple states adopt a source-based system, then there is no longer a need to 

track and regulate imports and exports among those states operating under a mandatory 
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source-based cap.  The GHG emissions can be regulated at their source.   

On the other hand, if two states operate under a load-based system which also 

regulates imports, then the quantities of power that crossed state boundaries would need 

to be determined and an emissions value would need to be assigned to these imports.  

This could be accomplished through a marginal-based approach employing production 

simulation. 

This is necessarily an approximation that could be avoided under a source-based 

approach and would set the stage for the adversarial process described in PG&E’s 

response to Question 36.  

. 39.  How would a deliverer/first-seller approach function relative 
to an Oregon load-based system (as currently proposed by Oregon)? 

Any time a load based cap might be employed in conjunction with another state’s 

mandatory cap and trade program, there will be a need to track power transacted across 

state lines.  In this case, exports from California to Oregon would need to be excluded 

from California jurisdiction if they were covered under Oregon’s load based cap. 

If both Oregon and California operated under a load based cap, then imports and 

exports from both states would need to be tracked.   

If both Oregon and California adopted a source-based cap, then there would be 

no need to track imports and exports between the states, since regulation would occur at 

the source. 

I. Interaction with Potential Federal Regulation  

. 40.  How easily could a deliverer/first-seller approach scale or 
link to multi-state, national, or international programs? 

The deliverer/first-seller approach is generally consistent with the design of the 

RGGI program in the Northeast.  A key difference is that the deliverer/first seller 
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approach would regulate imports in California under AB 32, which is intended to cover 

all emissions associated with power consumed in the state.  Both approaches require in-

state or in-region power generators to surrender allowances for compliance.  Adopting 

similar regulatory approaches should facilitate linking the two programs.  However, 

other program design features—such as the relative stringency of two programs—are 

also likely to be significant in terms of deciding whether to link the two programs.   

Another consideration is the degree to which the two programs are linked.  There 

are different options for linking a California cap-and-trade program and RGGI that will 

influence how difficult or easy it is to join the two programs.  California could simply 

allow the use RGGI greenhouse gas offsets or the two programs could be fully 

integrated allowing the trade of both allowances and offset credits.  Adopting similar 

regulatory approaches will be important in attempting to fully integrate the two 

programs. 

. 41.  Would one approach (deliverer/first-seller or loadbased) be 
easier to transition into a potential federal GHG regulatory system?  
If one would be superior in this respect, explain why and what 
assumptions you are making about the likely federal framework. 

Yes, the first seller approach is preferable to a load based cap for transitioning to 

a federal GHG program.  None of the legislative proposals introduced at the federal level 

have proposed a load based cap-and-trade approach.  Most propose a traditional 

generator-based cap-and-trade approach or a hybrid upstream-downstream approach.  A 

primary motivation for a load based cap, to address emissions associated with imported 

electricity, is not a concern in the federal policy debate.  Therefore, a deliverer/first-

seller approach is much more likely to serve as a model for federal action. 
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. 42.  What are the merits of the deliverer/first-seller proposal as a 
model for other governments’ efforts, particularly at the national 
level? 

There are two primary advantages of the deliverer/first-seller approach as a 

model for federal action.  First, the electric power sector has many years of experience 

complying with cap-and-trade based regulations.  This institutional knowledge will be 

helpful in transitioning to a federal greenhouse gas cap-and-trade program.  Second, as 

indicated above, federal legislative proposals propose a source-based cap-and-trade 

approach, similar to the deliverer/first-seller proposal.  In adopting this approach, 

California will have unique insights into the functioning of a source-based cap-and-trade 

program.  California companies and policymakers can leverage this experience in the 

federal policy debate.  In contrast, a load-based cap-and-trade approach is very unlikely 

to serve as a model for federal action. 

// 

// 

// 

// 

// 

// 

// 

// 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above and in Attachment 1, PG&E recommends that the 

CPUC and Energy Commission join the Governor’s Market Advisory Committee in 

recommending the “first seller” proposal for regulation of greenhouse gas emissions in 

the electric sector under AB 32. 

Dated: August 6, 2007 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 

CHRISTOPHER J. WARNER 

By:                                  /s/ 
CHRISTOPHER J. WARNER 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
77 Beale Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
Telephone: (415) 973-6695 
Facsimile:  (415) 972-5220 
E-Mail:  CJW5@pge.com 

Attorneys for 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
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Attachment 1 
Response to Questions on Legal Issues 

 
Federal Power Act 
 
43. Would the Federal Power Act preempt adoption of the deliverer/first-seller 
approach? Why or why not? Does it make any difference that the federal 
government has not issued any regulations in this specific area? 

 
No.  The question of whether the Federal Power Act preempts regulation of GHG 

emissions arises under both a load based cap and the first seller approach, because both 

approaches seek to regulate the GHG emissions associated with the wholesale sale and 

delivery of power in the state.1/  However, for the reasons stated by the CPUC in its 

decisions implementing a GHG emissions performance standard under SB 1368, 

regulation of GHG emissions associated with FERC-jurisdictional sales of power does 

not conflict directly or indirectly with FERC’s regulation of those power sales. (CPUC 

Decision No. 07-01-039, Interim Opinion on Phase 1 Issues: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Performance Standard, January 25, 2007, mimeo at pp. 193- 205 ; Decision No. 07-05-

063, Order Denying Rehearing of Decision (D.) 07-01-039, May 24, 2007, mimeo at pp. 

8- 11.)  Under U.S. Supreme Court decisions, AB 32 regulation of the GHG emissions 

associated with wholesale sales or transmission of power – whether directed at the buyer 

under a “load-based approach” or at the seller under a first seller/deliverer approach – 

would not be preempted by the Federal Power Act because compliance with FERC’s 

economic regulation of the terms, conditions and rates for the power sales is not 

                                                 
1/ See Health and Safety Code section 38505(m), defining statewide greenhouse gas emissions to 

include “emissions of greenhouse gases from the generation of electricity delivered to and 
consumed in California, … whether the electricity is generated in state or imported.” 
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prevented or thwarted by AB 32’s environmental-related regulation of the GHG 

emissions associated with the electricity being sold.2/  

Moreover, FERC itself has consistently confirmed that its own regulation of the 

terms, conditions and rates of power sales under the Federal Power Act is not intended to 

override the obligation of sellers and transmitters of power to comply with local 

environmental, safety and zoning laws.  For example, in its 1980 rulemaking 

implementing Federal Power Act regulations under the Public Utility Regulatory Policies 

Act (PURPA), independent power generators argued that PURPA’s requirements were 

intended to exempt power generators from the necessity of complying with local zoning 

and environmental laws.  FERC ruled otherwise, stating “While [the PURPA] legislation 

permits certain facilities to be exempt from State and Federal laws, it excludes 

exemptions from environmental laws.  Thus, a qualifying facility may not be built or 

operated unless it complies with all applicable local, State, and Federal zoning, air, water, 

and other environmental quality laws, and unless it obtains all required permits.”(Small 

Power Production and Cogeneration Facilities – Environmental Findings, 10 FERC 

¶61,314 at 61, 632 (1980).) 

More recently, during the 2000- 2001 California energy crisis, FERC was faced 

with a question regarding whether emergency regulations by FERC to ensure availability 

of power during the crisis would preempt California’s air quality laws and regulations 

restricting the hours of operation of certain generating units.  In two order issued in June, 

2001, FERC ruled that its “must offer” regulations applicable to California generating 

units under the Federal Power Act did not preempt and absolve the generating units from 

                                                 
2/ See e.g. Medtronic, Inc. v. Lohr (1996) 518 U.S. 470, 485 (internal citations omitted); see also 

Pacific Gas & Elec.  v. Energy Resources Comm’n  (1983) 461 U.S. 190, 204, 206 (distinguishing 
between public safety regulation and economic regulation. 
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the need to comply with California air quality laws and regulations.  FERC stated that its 

order: 

“[D]oes not require generators to run if doing so would violate their 
certificate or applicable law…. Mirant seeks assurance that it is exempt 
from the must-offer requirement to the extent compliance would require 
operation of certain units located at the Potrero Power Plant in excess of 
the current 877 hour annual limitation for these units. Specifically, Mirant 
states that it owns and operates three 52 MW peaking units located at the 
Potrero Power Plant (Potrero Units) which are restricted by the terms of 
their governing air quality regulation and permits to operate for no more 
that 877 hours per year. The governing air permit, issued in 1998 pursuant 
to Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) regulations, is 
enforceable by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)…. Mirant 
claims that it intends to comply with the June 19 Order to the extent doing 
so would not violate its legal obligations under the governing regulation 
and air permit. However, since the June 19 Order states that the must offer 
requirement does not apply to circumstances where running the unit 
violates a certificate, and EPA has stated its position that Mirant would not 
be in compliance with the governing regulation and air permit if it 
operates those units in excess of 877 hours per year, Mirant requests 
clarification that it is exempt from the must offer requirement to the extent 
compliance with that requirement would require operation of the Potrero 
Units in excess of 877 hours per year. 
 
… This Commission is not the appropriate forum for determining 
whether utilities are in violation of their Clean Air permits. The 
Commission has addressed everything within its jurisdiction to maximize 
the output of much needed generation in California, including the must 
offer requirement. Issues related to compliance with the Clean Air Act 
certificate are subject to either local, state or other federal agency 
jurisdiction. We urge the EPA and the state to work out administrative 
provisions that would enable these units to run. We find that Mirant's 
factual presentation and the related lawsuit constitute an adequate showing 
under our April 26 and June 19 Orders. Accordingly, we will grant 
Mirant's request for clarification.” 
 

(“Order Granting Emergency Motion Clarification,” San Diego Gas & Electric Company 

v. Sellers of Energy and Ancillary Service Into Markets Operated by the California 

Independent System Operator Corporation and the California Power Exchange, Docket 

No. EL00-95-039 96 FERC ¶ 61, 117 at 61, 446- 8, July 25, 2001 (emphasis added).) 
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The fact that FERC’s regulations under the Federal Power Act do not either 

directly or indirectly attempt to regulate the emissions of greenhouse gases or other air or 

water pollutants is strong support for the position that AB 32 regulations would not be 

preempted by the Federal Power Act, whether load-based or first seller-based.  This is 

because one of the indicators for preemption is whether the state or local regulation 

directly conflicts with the federal regulation or law, or otherwise makes compliance with 

both the federal regulation and the state regulation impossible.  Here, there is clearly no 

conflict because there are no FERC regulations covering GHG emissions and the AB 32 

regulations will not prevent buyers and sellers who are parties to FERC-jurisdictional 

transactions from complying with the terms, conditions and rates applied to those 

transactions by FERC. 

This “bright line” between FERC economic regulation and state and local 

environmental regulation is consistent with decades of state and local environmental 

regulation of powerplant siting and operation.  For example, numerous powerplants have 

been sited and constructed over the past couple decades in California for the sole purpose 

of selling their output exclusively under FERC ratemaking using FERC-jurisdictional 

transmission lines.  All these powerplants have been subject to California siting and 

environmental regulations, including those applied by the California Energy 

Commission, the California Air Resources Board, and regional water quality boards, to 

name just a few.  To the best of PG&E’s knowledge, in no case has the FERC or a 

powerplant owner or operator ever argued that FERC’s regulation of the rates, terms and 

conditions of the sales of power from those facilities preempts the right of the State of 
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California to regulate the siting, construction and operation of the facilities under 

environmental laws. 

 
44. For purposes of your legal analysis of the previous question, would your opinion 
differ if the deliverer/firstseller were the reporting entity only and not also the point 
of regulation? Why or why not? 
 

No. A regulation requiring an entity to report information would be reviewed for 

preemption purposes using the same analysis as a regulation requiring the entity to 

change its operations in compliance with a regulation.  In this case, neither a reporting 

nor compliance regulation under AB 32 would be preempted by the Federal Power Act. 

 
45. Could the deliverer/first-seller approach be designed or implemented in a way 
that would avoid or lessen problems under the Federal Power Act? If so, how? 
 

As discussed in PG&E’s recommendations for designing and implementing a first 

seller/deliverer point of regulation above, such a regulation can and should be designed to 

solely achieve the objectives of AB 32, which is reduction of GHG emissions, and to do 

so with out directly or indirectly attempting to achieve purposes unrelated to the 

environmental goals of AB 32.  Such a design will make it less likely that AB 32 as 

implemented could be construed as directly or indirectly conflicting with the economic 

regulatory objectives of the Federal Power Act. 

 
46. Compare Federal Power Act issues under a deliverer/firstseller 
approach and a load-based approach. 
 

The issues would be the same for purposes of Federal Power Act preemption 

analysis, because both points of regulation would affect the GHG emissions associated 

with the wholesale sale of power regulated by FERC under the Federal Power Act. 
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47. If you conclude that Federal Power Act preemption would be a problem, could 
FERC action (e.g., approval of a CAISO tariff rule) ameliorate this problem? If so, 
what specifically could FERC do? Could FERC ameliorate any Federal Power Act 
concerns related to publicly-owned utilities? 
 

PG&E does not conclude that Federal Power Act preemption would apply to AB 

32.  In addition, by definition, Federal Power Act preemption could not apply to AB 32 

regulation of publicly owned utilities as first sellers/deliverers, because the Federal Power 

Act does not apply to publicly owned utilities for this purpose.   

 
Dormant Commerce Clause 
 
48. Does the deliverer/first-seller approach raise problems under the dormant 
Commerce Clause? 
 

No.  As the Governor’s Market Advisory Committee noted, both a load based cap 

and the first seller approach seek to implement the statutory intent of AB 32 to regulate 

the emissions of GHGs associated with the import of power into California, even where 

the facilities emitting the GHGs are outside the state. (Market Advisory Committee 

Report, June 1, 2007, p. 42.)  As such, both approaches raise issues regarding potentially 

excessive burdens on interstate commerce under the Commerce Clause of the U.S. 

Constitution.   However, PG&E believes the “first seller/deliverer” point of regulation 

under AB 32 is likely to comply with Commerce Clause standards if the regulation 

applies even-handedly and in a non-discriminatory manner to first sellers located both 

inside and outside California, and if the transactions being regulated include either the 

delivery of power into California or a buyer or seller which is a California entity.  This 

conclusion is supported by the relevant court decisions on Commerce Clause issues, as 

well as the CPUC’s own analysis of a similar Commerce Clause challenge to the GHG 

emissions performance standard adopted under SB 1368. (CPUC Decision No. 07-01-
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039, Interim Opinion on Phase 1 Issues: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Performance 

Standard, January 25, 2007, mimeo at pp. 205- 223; Decision No. 07-05-063, Order 

Denying Rehearing of Decision (D.) 07-01-039, May 24, 2007, mimeo at pp. 2- 8.)    

The Commerce Clause provides that Congress can regulate interstate and foreign 

commerce. The "negative implication" of this is that individual states cannot regulate 

interstate commerce in a way that unduly burdens interstate or foreign commerce. Note, 

however, this does not mean that states may not regulate business transactions between 

the states at all, it just means they may not regulate in a burdensome way. 

“Dormant” Commerce Clause doctrine consists of three analytical tests.  First, a 

state rule that facially discriminates against other states in order to protect local economic 

interests will generally be found invalid.3/  Second, when a state rule does not facially 

discriminate against out-of-state economic interests, the Pike balancing test will be 

applied.  Under Pike, a state enactment “will be upheld unless the burden imposed on 

such commerce is clearly excessive in relation to the putative local benefits.”4/  Third, a 

state rule must not regulate extraterritorially.5/   

Analysis of whether a state regulation meets these tests is necessarily fact-

dependent, and the facts of each case are often disputed and subject to interpretation by 

the courts.  There is no “hard and fast” rule or “bright line” standard that can be applied 

to each case.  However, the analysis below is the approach that a court would be likely to 

                                                 
3/ See, e.g., Oregon Waste Systems, Inc. v. Department of Environmental Quality of the State of 

Oregon (1994) 511 U.S. 93, 100-101; but see Maine v. Taylor (1986) 477 U.S. 131, 151-52 .   
These and additional citations on dormant Commerce Clause cases follow generally the analysis 
contained in the Commission’s decisions on the SB 1368 greenhouse gas emissions performance 
standard. See, generally Decision No. 07-01-039, Interim Opinion on Phase 1 Issues: Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Performance Standard, January 25, 2007, mimeo at pp. 205- 223; Decision No. 
07-05-063, Order Denying Rehearing of Decision (D.) 07-01-039, May 24, 2007, mimeo at pp. 2- 
8. 

4/ Pike v. Bruce Church, Inc. (1970) 397 U.S. 137, 142. 
5/ See, e.g., Healy v. Beer Institute (1989) 491 U.S. 324, 336-37. 
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take in reviewing a Commerce Clause challenge to a “first seller” regulation under AB 

32.6/ 

The first test the courts usually apply under the Commerce Clause is the 

"discrimination" test, which looks at whether a state regulation regulates out-of-state 

businesses even-handedly compared to in-state businesses. If the state regulation 

discriminates on its face against out of state businesses, then it is per se unlawful under 

the Commerce Clause. Thus under AB 32 if the emissions limits or caps are more strict 

when applied to out of state businesses than in-state businesses, the courts will likely 

strike them down. On the other hand, if all sellers of electricity in the state and those 

outside the state that sell into the state are subject to the same emissions standards or 

same cap and trade rules, then the regulations likely will not be considered 

discriminatory. 

Applying these legal principles to the facts, the “first seller” regulation would 

appear to be non-discriminatory to the extent that all “first sellers” of power delivered to 

and consumed in California would be subject to the same regulatory standards under AB 

32, regardless of whether the “first seller” is a California or non-California entity, and 

regardless of whether the source of the CO2 emissions is a facility located in California 

or outside California.   

Any party challenging the constitutional validity of a regulation under the 

dormant Commerce Clause bears the burden of demonstrating discrimination.7/  In the 

City of Philadelphia case, the Court cited the principle that: “[a] state cannot block 

                                                 
6/ For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that there is no federal legislation which directly or 

indirectly regulates greenhouse gas emissions.  If there were, then the courts would be likely to 
analyze any AB 32 regulation, including a “first seller” regulation, under federal preemption 
grounds as well. 

7/ See Hughes v. Oklahoma (1979) 441 U.S. 322, 336. 
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imports from other states, nor exports from within its boundaries, without offending the 

Constitution.”8/  Here, the “first seller” regulation under AB 32 appears to be 

distinguishable from the statute in City of Philadelphia for two reasons.   

First, the statute in City of Philadelphia prevented certain products from entering 

New Jersey.  Under the “first seller” regulation, electricity generated from high-GHG 

emitters can still be sold in California if it meets the AB 32 standards. 

Second, a “first seller” regulation that applies to both in-state and out-of-state 

sellers delivering power into California does not discriminate based on geographic origin.  

In contrast, in City of Philadelphia, the New Jersey statute prohibited the importation of 

“solid or liquid waste which originated outside the territorial limits of the State.”9/   

The second Commerce Clause test is a balancing test to see if the state interest in 

regulating the activity offsets the interference with interstate commerce. When a state 

enactment is not facially discriminatory, the Pike balancing test is generally applied.  In 

Pike v. Bruce Church (1970) 397 U.S. 137, the Supreme Court established this test that 

weighs the local benefits against the burdens on interstate commerce, in order to 

determine if a particular state regulation violates the dormant Commerce Clause.  A 

regulation’s burdens on interstate commerce must be “clearly excessive” in relation to the 

local benefits in order for a regulation to be struck down under Pike.10/  

Here, the Pike balancing test would be applied to both the first seller approach 

and to a load based cap, because both are seeking to implement AB 32’s statutory intent 

                                                 
8/ City of Philadelphia v. New Jersey (1970) 437 U.S. 617, 620. 
9/ City of Philadelphia v. New Jersey, 437 U.S. at 618. 
10/ 397 U.S. at 142. 
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to regulate power delivered into the state from outside the state.11/  As with SB 1368, AB 

32 clearly states California’s strong local interest and there is no comparable federal 

GHG statute that provides a countervailing federal interest.  Thus, a “first seller” 

regulation under AB 32 should meet this test as well (which is applicable regardless of 

the point of regulation.) 

Applying this legal principle to the facts, the courts would be likely to look 

primarily at the statutory language of AB 32 and other legislative history.12/  In addition 

to the findings and legislative history of AB 32, California’s Climate Action Team has 

found that GHG emissions contribute to climate change, and those findings also would be 

likely to be taken into account by the courts.13/  Thus, California would be able to cite 

these legislative and public policy findings to conclude that a “first seller” regulation 

under AB 32 would have substantial local benefits. 

The second prong of the Pike test is to assess the relative burden of the “first 

seller” regulation on interstate commerce.  In this regard, whether one out-of-state 

geographic region may be impacted more than another is not relevant here because the 

concern underlying the dormant Commerce Clause is economic protectionism of in-state 

interests, and the “first seller” regulation would be applied even-handedly to in-state and 

out-of-state sellers alike.  In Minnesota v. Clover Leaf Creamery (1981) 449 U.S. 456, 

the Court upheld a Minnesota statute that banned the retail sale of milk in plastic 

nonreturnable, nonrefillable containers, but allowed such sale in other types of 

                                                 
11/ PG&E notes that because AB 32 is a form of environmental regulation administered by CARB 

and not a form of traditional retail public utility regulation administered by the CPUC, neither the 
first seller approach nor a load based cap would be entitled to be analyzed by the courts under 
Commerce Clause decisions reviewing the impacts of traditional local public utility regulation on 
interstate commerce. 

12/ California Health & Safety Code § 38501(a). 
13/ Final Climate Action Team Report to the Governor and the Legislature, March, 2006, pp. 19-24. 
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nonreturnable, nonrefillable containers.14/  The opponents of the statute argued that the 

“plastic resin . . . used for making plastic nonreturnable milk jugs, is produced entirely by 

non-Minnesota firms, while pulpwood, used for making paperboard, is a major 

Minnesota product.”15/  The Supreme Court responded: “[e]ven granting that the out-of-

state plastics industry is burdened relatively more heavily than the Minnesota pulpwood 

industry, we find that this burden is not ‘clearly excessive’ in light of the substantial state 

interest in promoting conservation of energy and other natural resources.”16/  

Applying Clover Leaf Creamery to a “first seller/deliverer” regulation, it is likely 

that California could successfully argue that the burden on interstate power sellers is no 

different than other even-handed state energy and environmental regulations which 

directly or indirectly affect or regulate such sellers when they sell or deliver power into 

California.  Thus, the “first seller” regulation would be likely to satisfy the Pike balancing 

test. 

The third Commerce Clause test is whether the state regulation is attempting to 

regulate a transaction or activity that is "extra-territorial" i.e. a transaction that is 

conducted completely outside the state with no ties to the state. Like facially 

discriminatory regulations, an “extraterritorial” regulation is generally considered to be 

invalid per se.17/  In this context, extraterritorial regulation means regulation that impacts 

commerce that occurs “wholly” outside the state.18/  An example would be if an Arizona 

utility sold power to a Nevada utility with a delivery point under the contract outside 

                                                 
14/ 449 U.S. 456. 
15/ Id.  at 473. 
16/ Id. 
17/ See, e.g., Brown-Forman Distillers Corp. v. New York State Liquor Authority (1986) 476 U.S. 

573, 579. 
18/ Edgar v. MITE Corp. (1982) 457 U.S. 624, 642-43 (plur. opn.). 
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California and no other activities relating to the contract are within or connected to 

California.  This would be an "extraterritorial" transaction that California could not 

regulate under AB 32.  

On the other hand, as the CPUC said in its SB 1368 decision, a state can regulate 

an out of state entity which conducts business in California through a contract with a 

California entity.  Thus if the Arizona utility sells power to a California purchaser, such 

as an LSE, and the LSE takes delivery in California or the contract otherwise indicates 

the power is to be delivered into California, then the transaction is not “extra-territorial” 

under the Commerce Clause and AB 32 could regulate the emissions attributable to that 

sale, even though the seller has no powerplants or other facilities located in California--

the mere California contract would be a sufficient "nexus" under the Commerce Clause to 

satisfy the “extra-territoriality” test. 

In Healy v. Beer Institute (1989) 491 U.S. 324, 336, the Court stated that: “[t]he 

critical inquiry is whether the practical effect of the regulation is to control conduct 

beyond the boundaries of the State.”  The practical effect of the Connecticut law 

challenged in Healy was that brewers could not offer volume discounts in Massachusetts, 

New York and Rhode Island, where they were legal.  If they did so, the volume discount 

would have become the ceiling price for all sales in Connecticut, which did not allow 

volume discounts.19/  However, a “first seller” regulation under AB 32 where the contract 

is with a California buyer or where the electricity is to be delivered into California would 

not have the practical effect of setting the price, or any other conditions, of sales in other 

states, because it would only regulate sales transactions in California.  

 
                                                 
19/ Healy v. Beer Institute, 491 U.S. at 339. 
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As the Ninth Circuit noted in Gravquick A/S v. Trimble Navigation International Ltd. 

(9th Cir. 2003) 323 F.3d 1219, 1224, cases finding extraterritorial regulation “deal with 

laws that regulate out-of-state parties directly, not through contract.”20/  The Ninth Circuit 

held that when a state regulates contractual relationships in which at least one party is 

located within California, it does not regulate commerce entirely outside of the State of 

California.21/  In the CPUC’s decision approving the SB 1368 emissions standard, the 

CPUC rejected an argument by SCE that the Commerce Clause precludes states from 

applying local environmental laws that burden out-of-state entities.  The CPUC held that 

States are permitted to prevent sales to in-state entities based on potential in-state 

environmental effects.22/  The CPUC also cited a Supreme Court case that held that it was 

not a violation of the dormant Commerce Clause for the City of Detroit to condition 

access to its port by requiring compliance with local environmental regulations.23/ 

Applying these Commerce Clause requirements to a “first seller/deliverer” point 

of regulation, the courts would be likely to find that regulating the "first seller" of power 

into the State of California is neither discriminatory nor “extra-territorial,” because the 

AB 32 standards would be applied to transactions with out of state entities in the same 

way as with in-state entities, and only transactions resulting in the delivery of power into 

California would be regulated, not transactions occurring wholly outside California. 

 

                                                 
20/ See Healy v. Beer Institute, 491 U.S. at 343 (Supreme Court invalidated statute that prevented sale 

of alcohol at a price higher than that sold in neighboring states.). 
21/ Gravquick A/S v. Trimble Navigation International Ltd., 323 F.3d at 12 
22/ See Cotto Way Co. v. Williams (8th Cir. 1995) 46 F.3d 790, 794  On the other hand, so-called 

“mandatory reciprocity laws” that require another state to enact certain laws or regulations as a 
condition of permitting an entity from that state to sell or import a commodity or product into the 
regulating state, have been routinely overturned by the courts as “extraterritorial” or 
discriminatory.  See, e.g., City of Philadelphia, supra; National Solid Waste Management Ass’n. 
(7th Cir. 1995) 63 F.3d 652, 654-62. 

23/ Huron v. Detroit, 362 U.S. at 448. 
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Nonetheless, because AB 32 under either a load based cap or the first seller 

approach is directed at interstate transactions associated with GHG emissions from out of 

state facilities, the resolution of a Commerce Clause challenge to either approach is likely 

to be subject to uncertainty regarding how the courts will review and weigh the particular 

facts relating to benefits and burdens, including not only the intent of the regulation but 

its effects on interstate commerce.   PG&E believes that a Commerce Clause challenge to 

either the first seller approach or to a load based cap under AB 32 will rest on the same 

basic facts discussed above.  PG&E also believes such a challenge should fail because 

AB 32 by its terms—under either the first seller approach or a load based cap—is 

regulating the "causes" of emissions, which can be concluded to be the power deliveries 

or sales of power into California as well as the out-of-state operation of the powerplants 

themselves. Thus if California can meet the tests discussed above, the fact that the 

emissions occur solely out of state should not preclude AB 32 from regulating the 

transactions occurring in the state that lead to the emissions, whether through a load 

based cap or through the first seller approach. 

49. Could the deliverer/first-seller approach be designed or implemented in a way 
that would avoid or lessen problems under the dormant Commerce Clause? If so, 
how? 
 
See response to Question 48. 
 
50. Are issues under the dormant Commerce Clause more or less serious under a 
deliverer/first-seller approach compared with a load-based approach? Explain. 
 
See response to Question 48. 
 
51. The Market Advisory Committee report suggests that the value of GHG 
emission allowances “can be used to fund innovative emission reduction 
technologies and to focus pollution-reduction efforts in low-income and minority 
communities” or “can be utilized to provide transition assistance for workers and 
industries subject to strong market pressures from competitors operating in 
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jurisdictions that lack similar caps on greenhouse gas emissions” (Market Advisory 
Committee report, at iv - v) or “should be directed to investments in end-use 
efficiency improvements” (Id., at 54). Would these uses raise problems under the 
dormant Commerce Clause? Would these problems be more or less serious under a 
deliverer/first-seller approach compared with a load-based approach?  
 

Whether the revenues derived under AB 32 are pursuant to a load-based cap or a 

first seller/deliverer approach is irrelevant to an analysis of whether the use and intent of 

the revenues serve a sufficient public purpose to offset any burdens on interstate 

commerce under the Commerce Clause.  In this regard, the intent of the use of revenues 

raised under AB 32 will be measured against the express intent and requirements of the 

statute itself.  If the use of the revenues is consistent with AB 32’s statutory objectives 

and public policy purposes, and the benefits of those objectives and purposes offset the 

resulting burdens on interstate commerce, the programs should be sustained under the 

Commerce Clause.  If not, the programs will be subject to challenge under the Commerce 

Clause. 

 
Authority to Auction 
 
52. Does ARB have the authority, under AB 32 or any other statute, to auction 
allowances to emit greenhouse gases? Explain. 
 

The question as to whether CARB has authority to require an auction of emissions 

allowances as part of AB 32 must begin with the statutory language of AB 32 itself.   

AB 32 requires CARB to establish “a statewide greenhouse gas emissions 

limit…to be achieved by 2020” that is equivalent to “what the statewide greenhouse gas 

emissions level was in 1990.” (Health and Safety Code section 38550.)  AB 32 then 

requires CARB, “in furtherance of achieving the statewide greenhouse gas emissions 

limit,” to “adopt greenhouse gas emission limits and emission reduction measures…to 
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achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective reductions in 

greenhouse gas emissions.” (Health and Safety Code section 38562(a).)   

“Greenhouse gas emissions limit” is defined as “an authorization, during a 

specified year, to emit up to a level of greenhouse gases specified by the state board, 

expressed in tons of carbon dioxide equivalents.” (Health and Safety Code 38505(h).)  

Likewise, “emissions reduction measure” is defined as “programs, measures, standards, 

and alternative compliance mechanisms authorized pursuant to this division, applicable to 

sources or categories of sources that are designed to reduce emissions of greenhouse 

gases.” (Health and Safety Code section 38505(f).) 

Separately, AB 32 authorizes CARB to include in its emissions limit regulations 

“market-based compliance mechanisms” that may be used by regulated entities “to 

achieve compliance with their greenhouse gas emissions limit.” (Health and Safety Code 

section 38570 (a), (c).)  In turn, a “market-based compliance mechanisms” is defined as 

either:  

“(1) A system of market-based declining annual aggregate emissions limitations 
for sources or categories of sources that emit greenhouse gases,” or  

 
“(2) Greenhouse gas emissions exchanges, banking, credits, and other 

transactions, governed by rules and protocols established by the state board, that result in 
the same greenhouse gas emission reduction, over the same time period, as direct 
compliance with a greenhouse gas emission limit or emission reduction measure adopted 
by the state board pursuant to this division.” 

 

(Health and Safety Code section 38505(k)) (emphasis added). 

Thus, the relationship of “emissions limits” to “market-based compliance 

mechanisms” must be considered under AB 32 in order to determine whether an auction 

is permitted.    First, CARB must establish “emissions limits” applicable to regulated 
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entities and designed to achieve the overall reduction of statewide greenhouse gas 

emissions to 1990 levels.  Once the emissions limits are established and applied to each 

regulated entity, then CARB may – but is not required to – include “market-based 

compliance mechanisms” that result in “the same greenhouse gas emission reduction, 

over the same time period, as direct compliance with a greenhouse gas emission limit or 

emission reduction measure” adopted by CARB to achieve the statewide emissions 

reduction.  In other words, a “market-based compliance mechanism” is not a separate 

regulatory limit or requirement under AB 32, it is an alternative means of compliance 

with an emissions limit or reduction measure already adopted and applicable under the 

statute. 

Applying this regulatory system to a market-based compliance mechanism 

consisting of emissions “allowances” that may be freely traded among regulated entities 

and other parties, it appears that CARB may authorize regulated entities which emit less 

greenhouse gases than their emissions limits to trade “allowances” equivalent to their 

“surplus” emissions to other regulated entities which are emitting more than their limits 

or to third parties who obtain value from the “allowances.”  However, it is a separate 

question as to whether CARB may require regulated entities which are otherwise emitting 

less than their emissions limits to nonetheless purchase “allowances” to emit that they do 

not need in order to comply with their emissions limits.  To do so would raise the 

question as to whether CARB is converting a “market based compliance mechanism” into 

a separate emissions limit or reduction measure that is more stringent than the direct 

emissions limit or reduction measure that CARB already has adopted, pursuant to Health 

and Safety Code sections 38505(k) and 38562(a). 
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Similarly, the question arises as to whether CARB in implementing a “market-

based compliance mechanism” under Health and Safety Code section 38505(k) may 

require each regulated entity or a category or sector of regulated entities to “auction” to 

third parties their rights (“allowances”) to emit up to their already established emissions 

limits and then buy back all or a portion of their rights in order to comply with the 

emission limits applicable to each entity or categories or sectors of entities.  Such a 

system would raise questions as to whether CARB is attempting to implement an indirect 

emissions limit that is arguably more stringent than the direct emissions limit adopted 

separately under Health and Safety Code section 38562(a).   

These issues of statutory interpretation are preliminary and subject to further 

review and analysis as CARB moves forward with consideration of various market-based 

mechanisms and direct source-specific or sector-specific emissions limits.  The design of 

AB 32 emissions limits and market-based mechanisms, including the scope and design of 

an auction of allowances under an AB 32 cap-and-trade market-based mechanism most 

certainly will require resolution of these legal questions. 

 
Other Legal Issues 
 
53. Are there any other legal issues that the Public Utilities Commission and the 
Energy Commission should consider in deciding whether to investigate the 
deliverer/first-seller approach further? Explain. 
 

As noted by several parties in their comments on proposed reporting protocols for 

AB 32, including PG&E, a load-based cap raises legal issues regarding whether LSEs can 

be held responsible for accurate reporting of emissions from facilities or under contracts 

over which the LSEs have no legal or operational control or involvement.  In contrast, 

under the first seller approach, this legal issue is significantly mitigated by the fact that 
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generators would be the most likely reporting and complying entities for in-state GHG 

emissions sources, and counter-parties with a more direct legal and commercial 

relationship with out-of-state sources of emissions would be the most likely reporting and 

complying entities for power imports. 

A related legal issue associated with regulation of in-state sources of GHG 

emissions under AB 32 is whether, under the statutory requirements of AB 32, load 

serving entities which neither own nor operate the facilities that are the sources of such 

in-state emissions, can be made responsible for such emissions in lieu of the third parties 

who actually own or operate the facilities directly.  This legal issue is accentuated when 

compared to traditional regulation of emissions from stationary sources under other air 

quality laws, where the owners or managers of the facilities themselves are the complying 

and reporting entities, not the customers served by the facilities or the purchasers of the 

output from the facilities. 

PG&E recommends that these additional legal issues be considered in this 

proceeding as well. 
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com;farrokh.albuyeh@oati.net;fiji.george@elpaso.com;filings@a-
klaw.com;fjs@cpuc.ca.gov;fluchetti@ndep.nv.gov;freedman@turn.org;fwmonier@tid.org;gbarch@knowle
dgeinenergy.com;george.hopley@barcap.com;ghinners@reliant.com;GloriaB@anzaelectric.org;glw@esl
awfirm.com;gmorris@emf.net;gottstein@volcano.net;gpickering@navigantconsulting.com;greg.blue@sbc
global.net;gregory.koiser@constellation.com;grosenblum@caiso.com;gsmith@adamsbroadwell.com;gxl2
@pge.com;harveyederpspc.org@hotmail.com;hayley@turn.org;hcronin@water.ca.gov;hgolub@nixonpea
body.com;hoerner@redefiningprogress.org;hurlock@water.ca.gov;hyao@semprautilities.com;hym@cpuc
.ca.gov;info@calseia.org;jack.burke@energycenter.org;james.keating@bp.com;janill.richards@doj.ca.go



v;jarmstrong@gmssr.com;jason.dubchak@niskags.com;jbf@cpuc.ca.gov;jbw@slwplc.com;jchamberlin@
strategicenergy.com;jci@cpuc.ca.gov;JDF1@PGE.COM;jdh@eslawfirm.com;jeanne.sole@sfgov.org;jeffg
ray@dwt.com;jen@cnt.org;jenine.schenk@apses.com;jennifer.porter@energycenter.org;JerryL@abag.ca
.gov;jesus.arredondo@nrgenergy.com;jf2@cpuc.ca.gov;jgill@caiso.com;jhahn@covantaenergy.com;jimr
oss@r-c-s-
inc.com;jj.prucnal@swgas.com;jjensen@kirkwood.com;jk1@cpuc.ca.gov;jkarp@winston.com;jkloberdanz
@semprautilities.com;jlaun@apogee.net;jleslie@luce.com;jluckhardt@downeybrand.com;jm3@cpuc.ca.g
ov;jnm@cpuc.ca.gov;jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net;Joe.paul@dynegy.com;john.hughes@sce.co
m;johnrredding@earthlink.net;jol@cpuc.ca.gov;josephhenri@hotmail.com;joyw@mid.org;jsanders@caiso
.com;jscancarelli@flk.com;jsqueri@gmssr.com;jst@cpuc.ca.gov;jtp@cpuc.ca.gov;julie.martin@bp.com;jw
iedman@goodinmacbride.com;jwmctarnaghan@duanemorris.com;jxa2@pge.com;karen.mcdonald@pow
erex.com;karen@klindh.com;karla.dailey@cityofpaloalto.org;Kathryn.Wig@nrgenergy.com;kbowen@wins
ton.com;kcolburn@symbioticstrategies.com;kdusel@navigantconsulting.com;keith.mccrea@sablaw.com;
kelly.barr@srpnet.com;ken.alex@doj.ca.gov;ken.alex@doj.ca.gov;kerry.hattevik@mirant.com;kevin.boud
reaux@calpine.com;kfox@wsgr.com;kgriffin@energy.state.ca.us;kjsimonsen@ems-
ca.com;kkhoja@thelenreid.com;klatt@energyattorney.com;kmills@cfbf.com;kmkiener@fox.net;kowalews
kia@calpine.com;krd@cpuc.ca.gov;kswain@powereconomics.com;kyle.l.davis@pacificorp.com;kyle.silon
@ecosecurities.com;kyle_boudreaux@fpl.com;lars@resource-
solutions.org;Laura.Genao@sce.com;lcottle@winston.com;ldecarlo@energy.state.ca.us;leilani.johnson@
ladwp.com;liddell@energyattorney.com;lisa.c.schwartz@state.or.us;lisa.decker@constellation.com;lisa_w
einzimer@platts.com;llorenz@semprautilities.com;llund@commerceenergy.com;lmh@eslawfirm.com;loe
@cpuc.ca.gov;lpark@navigantconsulting.com;lrdevanna-
rf@cleanenergysystems.com;lrm@cpuc.ca.gov;lschavrien@semprautilities.com;marcel@turn.org;marcie.
milner@shell.com;mary.lynch@constellation.com;maureen@lennonassociates.com;mclaughlin@braunle
gal.com;mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com;meg@cpuc.ca.gov;meridith.strand@swgas.com;mflorio@turn.
org;mgarcia@arb.ca.gov;mhyams@sfwater.org;mjd@cpuc.ca.gov;mmattes@nossaman.com;mmazur@3
phases.com;monica.schwebs@bingham.com;mpa@a-
klaw.com;mpryor@energy.state.ca.us;mrw@mrwassoc.com;mscheibl@arb.ca.gov;nenbar@energy-
insights.com;ner@cpuc.ca.gov;nes@a-klaw.com;nlenssen@energy-
insights.com;norman.furuta@navy.mil;notice@psrec.coop;npedersen@hanmor.com;nsuetake@turn.org;
nwhang@manatt.com;obarto@smud.org;obystrom@cera.com;ofoote@hkcf-
law.com;pburmich@arb.ca.gov;pduvair@energy.state.ca.us;pepper@cleanpowermarkets.com;phansche
n@mofo.com;Philip.H.Carver@state.or.us;philm@scdenergy.com;pjazayeri@stroock.com;plusk@wecc.bi
z;ppettingill@caiso.com;pseby@mckennalong.com;psp@cpuc.ca.gov;pssed@adelphia.net;pstoner@lgc.
org;pthompson@summitblue.com;pw1@cpuc.ca.gov;pzs@cpuc.ca.gov;rachel@ceert.org;ralph.dennis@
constellation.com;ram@cpuc.ca.gov;randy.howard@ladwp.com;randy.sable@swgas.com;rapcowart@aol
.com;rhelgeson@scppa.org;rhwiser@lbl.gov;richards@mid.org;rick_noger@praxair.com;rita@ritanortonc
onsulting.com;rkeen@manatt.com;rkmoore@gswater.com;rmccann@umich.edu;rmm@cpuc.ca.gov;rober
t.pettinato@ladwp.com;roger.montgomery@swgas.com;roger.pelote@williams.com;rogerv@mid.org;ron.
deaton@ladwp.com;rprince@semprautilities.com;rschmidt@bartlewells.com;rsmutny-
jones@caiso.com;rwinthrop@pilotpowergroup.com;ryan.flynn@pacificorp.com;S1L7@pge.com;saeed.far
rokhpay@ferc.gov;samuel.r.sadler@state.or.us;Sandra.ely@state.nm.us;sas@a-
klaw.com;sasteriadis@apx.com;sbeatty@cwclaw.com;sberlin@mccarthylaw.com;scarter@nrdc.org;scoh
n@smud.org;scott.tomashefsky@ncpa.com;scottanders@sandiego.edu;scr@cpuc.ca.gov;sdhilton@stoel
.com;sellis@fypower.org;sendo@ci.pasadena.ca.us;sephra.ninow@energycenter.org;sgm@cpuc.ca.gov;
slins@ci.glendale.ca.us;sls@a-
klaw.com;smichel@westernresources.org;smindel@knowledgeinenergy.com;smk@cpuc.ca.gov;snewso
m@semprautilities.com;sscb@pge.com;ssmyers@att.net;steve.koerner@elpaso.com;steve@schiller.co
m;steven.huhman@morganstanley.com;steven.schleimer@barclayscapital.com;steven@iepa.com;steven
@moss.net;svn@cpuc.ca.gov;svongdeuane@semprasolutions.com;svs6@pge.com;tam@cpuc.ca.gov;tb
urke@sfwater.org;tcarlson@reliant.com;tcx@cpuc.ca.gov;tdarton@pilotpowergroup.com;tdillard@sierrap
acific.com;THAMILTON5@CHARTER.NET;thunt@cecmail.org;tiffany.rau@bp.com;tim.hemig@nrgenerg
y.com;todil@mckennalong.com;tomb@crossborderenergy.com;trdill@westernhubs.com;troberts@sempr
a.com;vb@pointcarbon.com;vjw3@pge.com;vwelch@environmentaldefense.org;wbooth@booth-
law.com;westgas@aol.com;william.tomlinson@elpaso.com;wsm@cpuc.ca.gov;wtasat@arb.ca.gov;www
@eslawfirm.com;ygross@sempraglobal.com; 
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CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS 
517-B POTRERO AVE 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94110    
  Email:  cem@newsdata.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
1814 FRANKLIN ST, STE 720 
OAKLAND CA  94612       
  Email:  mrw@mrwassoc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CALIFORNIA ISO 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY DEPARTMENT 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM CA  95630       
  Email:  e-recipient@caiso.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DAN ADLER DIRECTOR, TECH AND POLICY 
DEVELOPMENT 
CALIFORNIA CLEAN ENERGY FUND 
5 THIRD ST, STE 1125 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94103       
  Email:  Dan.adler@calcef.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CASE ADMINISTRATION 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE., RM. 370 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770       
  Email:  case.admin@sce.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

FARROKH ALBUYEH VICE PRESIDENT 
OPEN ACCESS TECHNOLOGY INTERNATIONAL INC 
SUITE 910 
1875 SOUTH GRANT ST 
SAN MATEO CA  94402       
  Email:  farrokh.albuyeh@oati.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MICHAEL P. ALCANTAR ATTORNEY 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  FOR: Cogeneration Association of California 
  Email:  mpa@a-klaw.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

MAHLON ALDRIDGE 
ECOLOGY ACTION 
PO BOX 1188 
SANTA CRUZ CA  95060       
  Email:  emahlon@ecoact.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KEN ALEX 
PO BOX 944255 
1300 I ST, STE 125 
SACRAMENTO CA  94244-2550       
  FOR: People of the State of California 
  Email:  ken.alex@doj.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

CATHIE ALLEN CA STATE MGR. 
PACIFICORP 
825 NE MULTNOMAH ST, STE 2000 
PORTLAND OR  97232       
  Email:  californiadockets@pacificorp.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

SCOTT J. ANDERS RESEARCH/ADMINISTRATIVE 
DIRECTOR 
UNIVERSITY OF SAN DIEGO SCHOOL OF LAW 
5998 ALCALA PARK 
SAN DIEGO CA  92110       
  Email:  scottanders@sandiego.edu 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JASMIN ANSAR 
PG&E 
MAIL CODE B24A 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  jxa2@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG ATTORNEY 
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY LLP 
505 SANSOME ST, STE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       
  FOR: Wild Goose Storage, LLC 
  Email:  jarmstrong@gmssr.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JESUS ARREDONDO 
NRG ENERGY INC. 
4600 CARLSBAD BLVD. 
CARLSBAD CA  99208       
  Email:  jesus.arredondo@nrgenergy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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SAKIS ASTERIADIS 
APX INC 
1270 FIFTH AVE., STE 15R 
NEW YORK NY  10029    
  Email:  sasteriadis@apx.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

ELIZABETH BAKER 
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING 
1722 14TH ST, STE 230 
BOULDER CO  80304       
  Email:  bbaker@summitblue.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

GARY BARCH 
FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
SUITE 2000 
9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE 
LOUISVILLE KY  40223       
  Email:  gbarch@knowledgeinenergy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BARBARA R. BARKOVICH 
BARKOVICH & YAP, INC. 
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE 
MENDOCINO CA  95460       
  Email:  brbarkovich@earthlink.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

AIMEE BARNES MANAGER REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
ECOSECURITIES 
HARVARD SQUARE 
206 W. BONITA AVE 
CLAREMONT CA  91711       
  Email:  aimee.branes@ecosecurities.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KELLY BARR MANAGER, REGULATORY AFFAIRS & 
CONTRACTS 
SALT RIVER PROJECT 
PO BOX 52025, PAB 221 
PHOENIX AZ  85072-2025       
  FOR: Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and 

Power District 
  Email:  kelly.barr@srpnet.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

CURT BARRY 
717 K ST, STE 503 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  curt.barry@iwpnews.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

OBADIAH BARTHOLOMY MECHANICAL ENGINEER 
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 
M.S. B257 
6201 S. ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95817       
  Email:  obarto@smud.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CARMEN E. BASKETTE CORPORATE DEVELOPMENT 
PRINCIPAL 
594 HOWARD ST., STE 400 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  FOR: EnerNoc, Inc. 
  Email:  cbaskette@enernoc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

R. THOMAS BEACH 
CROSSBORDER ENERGY 
2560 NINTH ST, STE 213A 
BERKELEY CA  94710-2557       
  FOR: the California Cogeneration Council 
  Email:  tomb@crossborderenergy.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

SEAN P. BEATTY ATTORNEY 
COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP 
201 CALIFORNIA ST., 17TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       
  Email:  sbeatty@cwclaw.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

BUD BEEBE 
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTIL DIST 
MS B257 
6201 S ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95817-1899       
  Email:  bbeebe@smud.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

C. SUSIE BERLIN ATTORNEY 
MC CARTHY & BERLIN, LLP 
100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, STE 501 
SAN JOSE CA  95113       
  FOR: Northern California Power Agency 
  Email:  sberlin@mccarthylaw.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

CLARK BERNIER 
RLW ANALYTICS 
1055 BROADWAY, STE G 
SONOMA CA  95476       
  Email:  clark.bernier@rlw.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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B. B. BLEVINS EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST, MS-39 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814    
  FOR: California Energy Commission 
  Email:  bblevins@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE  

GREG BLUE 
140 MOUNTAIN PKWY. 
CLAYTON CA  94517       
  Email:  greg.blue@sbcglobal.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ASHLEE M. BONDS 
THELEN REID BROWN RAYSMAN&STEINER LLP 
SUITE 1800 
101 SECOND ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  Email:  abonds@thelen.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

WILLIAM H. BOOTH ATTORNEY 
LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH 
1500 NEWELL AVE, 5TH FLR 
WALNUT CREEK CA  94596       
  FOR: California Large Energy Consumers Association 
  Email:  wbooth@booth-law.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

KEVIN BOUDREAUX 
CALPINE POWER AMERICA-CA, LLC 
717 TEXAS AVE, STE 1000 
HOUSTON TX  77002       
  FOR: Calpine Power America 
  Email:  kevin.boudreaux@calpine.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

KYLE D. BOUDREAUX 
FPL GROUP 
700 UNIVERSE BLVD., JES/JB 
JUNO BEACH FL  33408       
  Email:  kyle_boudreaux@fpl.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KAREN BOWEN ATTORNEY 
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP 
101 CALIFORNIA ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       
  FOR: Mirant California, LLCMirant Delta,LLC, and Mirant 

Potrero, LLC 
  Email:  kbowen@winston.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ANDREW BRADFORD SENIOR MARKET RESEARCH 
ASSOCIATE 
FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES 
SUITE 2000 
9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE 
LOUISVILLE KY  40223       
  Email:  andrew.bradford@constellation.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DAVID BRANCHCOMB 
BRANCHCOMB ASSOCIATES, LLC 
9360 OAKTREE LANE 
ORANGEVILLE CA  95662       
  Email:  david@branchcomb.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DOWNEY BRAND 
JANE E. LUCKHARDT 
555 CAPITOL MALL, 10TH FLR 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814-4686       
  FOR: Sacramento Municipal 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

CLARE BREIDENICH 
224 1/2 24TH AVE EAST 
SEATTLE WA  98112       
  Email:  cbreidenich@yahoo.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ADAM BRIONES 
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE 
1918 UNIVERSITY AVE, 2ND FLR 
BERKELEY CA  94704       
  Email:  adamb@greenlining.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

GLORIA BRITTON 
ANZA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. 
58470 HWY 371 
PO BOX 391909 
ANZA CA  92539       
  FOR: Anza Electric Cooperative Inc. 
  Email:  GloriaB@anzaelectric.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

DONALD BROOKHYSER 
ALCANTAR & KAHL 
1300 SW FIFTH AVE., STE 1750 
PORTLAND OR  97210       
  FOR: Cogeneration Association of California 
  Email:  deb@a-klaw.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 
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DOUGLAS BROOKS NEVADA POWER COMPANY 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 
6226 WEST SAHARA AVE 
LAS VEGAS NV  89151    
  Email:  dbrooks@nevp.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

ANDREW BROWN ATTORNEY 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP 
2015 H ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95811       
  FOR: Constellation New Energy, Inc.,Constellation Energy 

Commodities Group, Inc.Constellation Genration 
  Email:  abb@eslawfirm.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

VERONIQUE BUGNION 
POINT CARBON 
205 SEVERN RIVER RD 
SEVERNA PARK MD  21146       
  Email:  vb@pointcarbon.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JACK BURKE LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS MANAGER 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE., STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       
  Email:  jack.burke@energycenter.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

THERESA BURKE 
SAN FRANCISCO PUC 
1155 MARKET ST, 4TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISO CA  94103       
  Email:  tburke@sfwater.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

PAM BURMICH 
AIR RESOURCES BOAD 
1001 I ST, BOX 2815 
SACRAMENTO CA  95812       
  Email:  pburmich@arb.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

DALLAS BURTRAW 
1616 P ST, NW 
WASHINGTON DC  20036       
  Email:  burtraw@rff.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JOSHUA BUSHINSKY WESTERN POLICY 
COORDINATOR 
PEW CENTER ON GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 
2101 WILSON BLVD., STE 550 
ARLINGTON VA  95816       
  Email:  bushinskyj@pewclimate.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

OLOF BYSTROM DIRECTOR, WESTERN ENERGY 
CAMBRIDGE ENERGY RESEARCH ASSOCIATES 
555 CALIFORNIA ST, 3RD FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  obystrom@cera.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Eugene Cadenasso 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
RATEMAKING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  cpe@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Andrew Campbell 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5203 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  agc@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

TRENT A. CARLSON 
RELIANT ENERGY 
1000 MAIN ST 
HOUSTON TX  77001       
  Email:  tcarlson@reliant.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

IAN CARTER POLICY COORDINATOR-NORTH AMERICA 
INTERNATIONAL EMISSIONS TRADING ASSN. 
350 SPARKS ST, STE. 809 
OTTAWA ON  K1R 7S8      CANADA 
  FOR: International Emissions Trading Association 
  Email:  carter@ieta.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

SHERYL CARTER 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  scarter@nrdc.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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PHIL CARVER 
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
625 MARION ST., NE 
SALEM OR  97301-3737    
  Email:  Philip.H.Carver@state.or.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

JENNIFER CHAMBERLIN 
STRATEGIC ENERGY, LLC 
2633 WELLINGTON CT. 
CLYDE CA  94520       
  FOR: Strategic Energy, LLC 
  Email:  jchamberlin@strategicenergy.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

AUDREY CHANG STAFF SCIENTIST 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  achang@nrdc.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

CLIFF CHEN 
UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTIST 
2397 SHATTUCK AVE, STE 203 
BERKELEY CA  94704       
  FOR: Union of Concerned Scientists 
  Email:  cchen@ucsusa.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

WILLIAM H. CHEN 
CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY, INC. 
SPEAR TOWER, 36TH FLOOR 
ONE MARKET ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  Email:  bill.chen@constellation.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

BRIAN K. CHERRY DIRECTOR REGULATORY 
RELATIONS 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE ST, B10C 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94106       
  FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
  Email:  bkc7@pge.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ED CHIANG 
ELEMENT MARKETS, LLC 
ONE SUGAR CREEK CENTER BLVD., STE 250 
SUGAR LAND TX  77478       
  Email:  echiang@elementmarkets.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Theresa Cho 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5207 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  tcx@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

STEVEN M. COHN ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL 
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 
PO BOX 15830 
SACRAMENTO CA  95852-1830       
  FOR: Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
  Email:  scohn@smud.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

KENNETH A. COLBURN 
SYMBILTIC STRATEGIES, LLC 
26 WINTON ROAD 
MEREDITH NH  3253       
  Email:  kcolburn@symbioticstrategies.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ALAN COMNES 
WEST COAST POWER 
3934 SE ASH ST 
PORTLAND OR  97214       
  Email:  alan.comnes@nrgenergy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

LISA A. COTTLE ATTORNEY 
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP 
101 CALIFORNIA ST, 39TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       
  FOR: Mirant California, LLC,Mirant Delta, LLC, and Mirant 

Potrero, LLC 
  Email:  lcottle@winston.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

RICHARD COWART 
REGULATORY ASSISTANCE PROJECT 
50 STATE ST, STE 3 
MONTPELIER VT  5602       
  Email:  rapcowart@aol.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BRIAN T. CRAGG ATTORNEY 
GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, RITCHIE & DAY 
505 SANSOME ST, STE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       
  FOR: Independent Energy Producers Association 
  Email:  bcragg@goodinmacbride.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 
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HOLLY B. CRONIN STATE WATER PROJECT 
OPERATIONS DIV 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE., LL-90 
SACRAMENTO CA  95821    
  Email:  hcronin@water.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE  

SEBASTIEN CSAPO PROJECT MANAGER 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
MAIL CODE B9A 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  sscb@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

RAYMOND J. CZAHAR, C.P.A. CHIEF FINANCIAL 
OFFICER 
WEST COAST GAS COMPANY 
9203 BEATTY DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO CA  95826       
  Email:  westgas@aol.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

KARLA DAILEY 
CITY OF PALO ALTO 
UTILITIES DEPARTMENT 
BOX 10250 
PALO ALTO CA  94303       
  Email:  karla.dailey@cityofpaloalto.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

THOMAS DARTON 
PILOT POWER GROUP, INC. 
9320 CHESAPEAKE DRIVE, STE 112 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       
  FOR: Pilot Power Group 
  Email:  tdarton@pilotpowergroup.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

KYLE L. DAVIS 
PACIFICORP 
825 NE MULTNOMAH, 
PORTLAND OR  97232       
  FOR: PacifiCorp 
  Email:  kyle.l.davis@pacificorp.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Matthew Deal 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  mjd@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

RONALD F. DEATON 
LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER & POWER 
111 NORTH HOPE ST, RM 1550 
LOS ANGELES CA  90012       
  FOR: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
  Email:  ron.deaton@ladwp.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

LISA DECARLO STAFF COUNSEL 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST MS-14 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  ldecarlo@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

LISA M. DECKER 
CONSTELLATION ENERGY GROUP, INC. 
111 MARKET PLACE, STE 500 
BALTIMORE MD  21202       
  FOR: Constellation New Energy, Inc. 
  Email:  lisa.decker@constellation.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

PAUL DELANEY 
AMERICAN UTILITY NETWORK (A.U.N.) 
10705 DEER CANYON DRIVE 
ALTA LOMA CA  91737       
  FOR: American Utility Network 
  Email:  pssed@adelphia.net 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

RALPH E. DENNIS DIRECTOR, REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES 
CONSTELLATION NEWENERGY-GAS DIVISION 
9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE, STE 2000 
LOUISVILLE KY  40223       
  Email:  ralph.dennis@constellation.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

LEONARD DEVANNA EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
CLEAN ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC. 
11330 SUNCO DRIVE, STE A 
RANCHO CORDOVA CA  95742       
  FOR: Clean Energy Systems, Inc. 
  Email:  lrdevanna-rf@cleanenergysystems.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

BALDASSARO DI CAPO 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM CA  95630       
  FOR: California Independent System Operator 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 
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WILLIAM F. DIETRICH ATTORNEY 
DIETRICH LAW 
2977 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, 613 
WALNUT CREEK CA  94598-3535    
  Email:  dietrichlaw2@earthlink.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

THOMAS DILL PRESIDENT 
LODI GAS STORAGE, L.L.C. 
1021 MAIN ST STE 1500 
HOUSTON TX  77002-6509       
  Email:  trdill@westernhubs.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

TREVOR DILLARD 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 
PO BOX 10100 
6100 NEIL ROAD, MS S4A50 
RENO NV  89520       
  Email:  tdillard@sierrapacific.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS ATTORNEY 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
21700 OXNARD ST, STE 1030 
WOODLAND HILLS CA  91367       
  FOR: Western Power Trading Forum 
  Email:  douglass@energyattorney.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JASON DUBCHAK ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
WILD GOOSE STORAGE, LLC 
1200 855 2ND ST, S.W. 
CALGARY AB  T2P 4Z5      CANADA 
  FOR: Wild Goose Storage, LLC 
  Email:  jason.dubchak@niskags.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

KIRBY DUSEL 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, STE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA CA  95670       
  Email:  kdusel@navigantconsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

PIERRE H. DUVAIR 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH ST, MS-41 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  pduvair@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

HARVEY EDER 
PUBLIC SOLAR POWER COALITION 
1218 12TH ST., 25 
SANTA MONICA CA  90401       
  Email:  harveyederpspc.org@hotmail.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KAREN EDSON 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM CA  95630       
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DENNIS M.P. EHLING ATTORNEY 
KIRKPATRICK & LOCKHART NICHOLSON GRAHAM 
10100 SANTA MONICA BLVD., 7TH FLR 
LOS ANGELES CA  90067       
  FOR: City of Vernon 
  Email:  dehling@klng.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

SHAUN ELLIS 
2183 UNION ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94123       
  Email:  sellis@fypower.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

SANDRA ELY 
NEW MEXICO ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 
1190 ST FRANCIS DRIVE 
SANTA FE NM  87501       
  Email:  Sandra.ely@state.nm.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

NADAV ENBAR 
ENERGY INSIGHTS 
1750 14TH ST, STE 200 
BOULDER CO  80302       
  Email:  nenbar@energy-insights.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

STEVE ENDO 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER & POWER 
150 S LOS ROBLES AVE., STE. 200 
PASADENA CA  91101       
  Email:  sendo@ci.pasadena.ca.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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SAEED FARROKHPAY 
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
110 BLUE RAVINE RD., STE 107 
FOLSOM CA  95630    
  Email:  saeed.farrokhpay@ferc.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

DIANE I. FELLMAN ATTORNEY 
LAW OFFICES OF DIANE I. FELLMAN 
234 VAN NESS AVE 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  diane_fellman@fpl.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Julie A. Fitch 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  jf2@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MICHEL FLORIO ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
711 VAN NESS AVE., STE. 350 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  mflorio@turn.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

RYAN FLYNN 
PACIFICORP 
825 NE MULTNOMAH ST, 18TH FLR 
PORTLAND OR  97232       
  Email:  ryan.flynn@pacificorp.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ORLANDO B. FOOTE, III ATTORNEY 
HORTON, KNOX, CARTER & FOOTE 
895 BROADWAY, STE 101 
EL CENTRO CA  92243       
  Email:  ofoote@hkcf-law.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Jamie Fordyce 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 5-B 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  jbf@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JONATHAN FORRESTER 
PG&E 
MAIL CODE N13C 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  JDF1@PGE.COM 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KEVIN FOX 
WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI 
ONE MARKET ST, SPEAR TOWER, 3300 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  Email:  kfox@wsgr.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MATTHEW FREEDMAN ATTORNEY 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE, STE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  freedman@turn.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

NORMAN J. FURUTA ATTORNEY 
FEDERAL EXECUTIVE AGENCIES 
1455 MARKET ST., STE 1744 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94103-1399       
  Email:  norman.furuta@navy.mil 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MICHELLE GARCIA 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 
1001 I ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  mgarcia@arb.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

LAURA I. GENAO ATTORNEY 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770       
  Email:  Laura.Genao@sce.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

FIJI GEORGE 
EL PASO CORPORATION 
EL PASO BUILDING 
PO BOX 2511 
HOUSTON TX  77252       
  Email:  fiji.george@elpaso.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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JULIE GILL EXTERNAL AFFAIRS MANAGER 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM CA  95630    
  FOR: CAISO 
  Email:  jgill@caiso.com 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE  

Anne Gillette 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  aeg@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

ANNETTE GILLIAM ATTORNEY 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770       
  FOR: Southern California Edison 
  Email:  annette.gilliam@sce.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

HOWARD V. GOLUB 
NIXON PEABODY LLP 
2 EMBARCADERO CENTER, STE. 2700 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       
  Email:  hgolub@nixonpeabody.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

HAYLEY GOODSON ATTORNEY 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE, STE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  hayley@turn.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Meg Gottstein 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 2106 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  meg@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MEG GOTTSTEIN ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 
PO BOX 210/21496 NATIONAL ST 
VOLCANO CA  95689       
  Email:  gottstein@volcano.net 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JEFFREY P. GRAY 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP 
505 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 800 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111-6533       
  FOR: Calpine Corporation 
  Email:  jeffgray@dwt.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Jacqueline Greig 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY COST OF SERVICE & NATURAL GAS BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4102 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  jnm@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

KAREN GRIFFIN EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST, MS 39 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  kgriffin@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

ANN G. GRIMALDI 
MCKENNA LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP 
101 CALIFORNIA ST, 41ST FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       
  FOR: Center for Energy and Economic Development 
  Email:  agrimaldi@mckennalong.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

YVONNE GROSS REGULATORY POLICY MANAGER 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
HQ08C 
101 ASH ST 
SAN DIEGO CA  92103       
  Email:  ygross@sempraglobal.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ELSTON K. GRUBAUGH 
IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
333 EAST BARIONI BLVD. 
IMPERIAL CA  92251       
  Email:  ekgrubaugh@iid.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ELIZABETH W. HADLEY 
CITY OF REDDING 
777 CYPRESS AVE 
REDDING CA  96001       
  Email:  ehadley@reupower.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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JEFFREY L. HAHN 
COVANTA ENERGY CORPORATION 
876 MT. VIEW DRIVE 
LAFAYETTE CA  94549    
  Email:  jhahn@covantaenergy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

TOM HAMILTON MANAGING PARTNER 
ENERGY CONCIERGE SERVICES 
321 MESA LILA RD 
GLENDALE CA  91208       
  Email:  THAMILTON5@CHARTER.NET 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

PETER W. HANSCHEN ATTORNEY 
MORRISON & FOERSTER, LLP 
101 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, STE 450 
WALNUT CREEK CA  94596       
  Email:  phanschen@mofo.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ARNO HARRIS 
RECURRENT ENERGY, INC. 
220 HALLECK ST., STE 220 
SAN FRANCISCSO CA  94129       
  Email:  arno@recurrentenergy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JEFFERY D. HARRIS ATTORNEY 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP 
2015 H  ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  FOR: LS Power Generation, LLC 
  Email:  jdh@eslawfirm.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ANITA HART SENIOR SPECIALIST/STATE 
REGULATORYAFFAIR 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD 
LAS VEGAS NV  89193       
  Email:  anita.hart@swgas.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

AUDRA HARTMANN 
980 NINTH ST, STE 2130 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  Audra.Hartmann@Dynegy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KERRY HATTEVIK 
MIRANT CORPORATION 
696 WEST 10TH ST 
PITTSBURG CA  94565       
  FOR: Mirant Corporation 
  Email:  kerry.hattevik@mirant.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

LYNN HAUG 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP 
2015 H ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95816       
  Email:  lmh@eslawfirm.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MARCEL HAWIGER 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE, STE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  marcel@turn.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

DAN HECHT 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 ASH ST 
SAN DIEGO CA  92101       
  Email:  dhecht@sempratrading.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

RICHARD HELGESON 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA PUBLIC POWER AUTHORI 
225 S. LAKE AVE., STE 1250 
PASADENA CA  91101       
  FOR: Southern California Public Power Authority 
  Email:  rhelgeson@scppa.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

TIM HEMIG 
NRG ENERGY, INC. 
1819 ASTON AVE, STE 105 
CARLSBAD CA  92008       
  Email:  tim.hemig@nrgenergy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JOSEPH HENRI 
31 MIRAMONTE ROAD 
WALNUT CREEK CA  94597       
  Email:  josephhenri@hotmail.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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CHRISTOPHER A. HILEN ASSISTANT GENERAL 
COUNSEL 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 
6100 NEIL ROAD 
RENO NV  89511    
  Email:  chilen@sppc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

DENISE HILL DIRECTOR 
4004 KRUSE WAY PLACE, STE 150 
LAKE OSWEGO OR  97035       
  FOR: Market Access & Trade Policy Transalta Energy 

Marketing (US) Inc. 
  Email:  Denise_Hill@transalta.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

SETH HILTON ATTORNEY 
STOEL RIVES 
111 SUTTER ST., STE 700 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  FOR: El Paso Natural Gas 
  Email:  sdhilton@stoel.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

GARY HINNERS 
RELIANT ENERGY, INC. 
PO BOX 148 
HOUSTON TX  77001-0148       
  Email:  ghinners@reliant.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ALDYN HOEKSTRA 
PACE GLOBAL ENERGY SERVICES 
420 WEST BROADWAY, 4TH FLR 
SAN DIEGO CA  92101       
  Email:  aldyn.hoekstra@paceglobal.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

J. ANDREW HOERNER 
REDEFINING PROGRESS 
1904 FRANKLIN ST 
OAKLAND CA  94612       
  Email:  hoerner@redefiningprogress.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

GEORGE HOPLEY 
BARCLAYS CAPITAL 
200 PARK AVE 
NEW YORK NY  10166       
  Email:  george.hopley@barcap.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

RANDY S. HOWARD 
LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER AND POWER 
111 NORTH HOPE ST, RM 921 
LOS ANGELES CA  90012       
  Email:  randy.howard@ladwp.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DAVID L. HUARD ATTORNEY 
MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD 
LOS ANGELES CA  90064       
  FOR: Los Angeles County/Trans Canada Pipelines 
  Email:  dhuard@manatt.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JOHN P. HUGHES MANAGER, REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
601 VAN NESS AVE, STE. 2040 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  john.hughes@sce.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

STEVEN HUHMAN 
MORGAN STANLEY CAPITAL GROUP INC. 
2000 WESTCHESTER AVE 
PURCHASE NY  10577       
  Email:  steven.huhman@morganstanley.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

TAMLYN M. HUNT ENERGY PROGRAM DIRECTOR 
COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 
26 W. ANAPAMU ST., 2/F 
SANTA BARBARA CA  93101       
  FOR: Community Environmental Council 
  Email:  thunt@cecmail.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

CAROL J. HURLOCK 
CALIFORNIA DEPT. OF WATER RESOURCES 
JOINT OPERATIONS CENTER 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE. RM 300 
SACRAMENTO CA  95821       
  Email:  hurlock@water.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MICHAEL A. HYAMS POWER ENTERPRISE-
REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMM 
1155 MARKET ST., 4TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94103       
  Email:  mhyams@sfwater.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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Judith Ikle 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4012 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214    
  FOR: Energy Resources Branch 
  Email:  jci@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE  

AKBAR JAZAYEIRI DIRECTOR OF REVENUE & 
TARRIFFS 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. RM 390 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770       
  FOR: Southern California Edison Company 
  Email:  akbar.jazayeri@sce.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

PETER JAZAYERI 
STROOCK & STROOCK & LAVAN LLP 
2029 CENTURY PARK EAST, STE 1800 
LOS ANGELES CA  90067       
  Email:  pjazayeri@stroock.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BRUNO JEIDER 
BURBANK WATER & POWER 
164 WEST MAGNOLIA BLVD. 
BURBANK CA  91502       
  Email:  bjeider@ci.burbank.ca.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JOHN JENSEN PRESIDENT 
MOUNTAIN UTILITIES 
PO BOX 205 
KIRKWOOD CA  95646       
  FOR: Mountain Utilities 
  Email:  jjensen@kirkwood.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

LEILANI JOHNSON KOWAL 
LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER AND POWER 
111 N. HOPE ST, RM 1050 
LOS ANGELES CA  90012       
  Email:  leilani.johnson@ladwp.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BRIAN M. JONES 
M. J. BRADLEY & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
47 JUNCTION SQUARE DRIVE 
CONCORD MA  1742       
  Email:  bjones@mjbradley.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MARC D. JOSEPH 
ADAMS BRADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
601 GATEWAY BLVD. STE 1000 
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO CA  94080       
  FOR: California Unions for Reliable Energy&Coalition of 

California Utility Employees 
  Email:  mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

EVELYN KAHL ATTORNEY 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  FOR: Energy Producers & Users Coalition 
  Email:  ek@a-klaw.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Sara M. Kamins 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  smk@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

CATHY A. KARLSTAD 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770       
  FOR: Southern California Edison Company 
  Email:  cathy.karlstad@sce.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JOSEPH M. KARP ATTORNEY 
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP 
101 CALIFORNIA ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111-5802       
  FOR: California Cogeneration Council 
  Email:  jkarp@winston.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

SUE KATELEY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
CALIFORNIA SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES ASSN 
PO BOX 782 
RIO VISTA CA  94571       
  Email:  info@calseia.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ADAM J. KATZ 
MCDERMOTT WILL & EMERY LLP 
600 13TH ST, NW. 
WASHINGTON DC  20005       
  FOR: Morgan Stanley Capital Group, Inc. 
  Email:  ajkatz@mwe.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 
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JAMES W. KEATING 
BP AMERICA, INC. 
MAIL CODE 603-1E 
150 W. WARRENVILLE RD. 
NAPERVILLE IL  60563    
  Email:  james.keating@bp.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

CURTIS L. KEBLER 
J. ARON & COMPANY 
SUITE 2600 
2121 AVE OF THE STARS 
LOS ANGELES CA  90067       
  FOR: J. Aron 
  Email:  curtis.kebler@gs.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

RANDALL W. KEEN ATTORNEY 
MANATT PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD. 
LOS ANGELES CA  90064       
  FOR: Los Angeles County 
  Email:  rkeen@manatt.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CAROLYN M. KEHREIN 
ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES 
1505 DUNLAP COURT 
DIXON CA  95620-4208       
  Email:  cmkehrein@ems-ca.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ALEXIA C. KELLY 
THE CLIMATE TRUST 
65 SW YAMHILL ST, STE 400 
PORTLAND OR  97204       
  Email:  akelly@climatetrust.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

STEVEN KELLY 
INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSN 
1215 K ST, STE 900 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814-3947       
  Email:  steven@iepa.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KHURSHID KHOJA ASSOCIATE 
THELEN REID BROWN RAYSMAN & STEINER 
101 SECOND ST, STE 1800 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  Email:  kkhoja@thelenreid.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KIM KIENER 
504 CATALINA BLVD. 
SAN DIEGO CA  92106       
  Email:  kmkiener@fox.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DANIEL A. KING 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 ASH ST, HQ 12 
SAN DIEGO CA  92101       
  Email:  daking@sempra.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

GREGORY KLATT ATTORNEY 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
411 E. HUNTINGTON DRIVE, STE. 107-356 
ARCADIA CA  91006       
  FOR: Alliance for Retail Energy Markets 
  Email:  klatt@energyattorney.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JOSEPH R. KLOBERDANZ 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC 
PO BOX 1831 
SAN DIEGO CA  92112       
  Email:  jkloberdanz@semprautilities.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

TARA KNOX 
AVISTA CORPORATION 
PO BOX 3727 
SPOKANE WA  99220       
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

STEPHEN G. KOERNER, ESQ. 
EL PASO CORPORATION 
WESTERN PIPELINES 
2 NORTH NEVADA AVE 
COLORADO SPRINGS CO  80903       
  FOR: El Paso Natural Gas Company/Mojave Pipeline 

Company 
  Email:  steve.koerner@elpaso.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

GREGORY KOISER 
CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY, INC. 
350 SOUTH GRAND AVE, STE 3800 
LOS ANGELES CA  90071       
  FOR: Constellation New Energy 
  Email:  gregory.koiser@constellation.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 
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AVIS KOWALEWSKI 
CALPINE CORPORATION 
3875 HOPYARD ROAD, STE 345 
PLEASANTON CA  94588    
  Email:  kowalewskia@calpine.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE  

CATHERINE M. KRUPKA 
MCDERMOTT WILL AND EMERY LLP 
600 THIRTEEN STREEET, NW 
WASHINGTON DC  20005       
  FOR: Morgan Stanley Capital Group, Inc. 
  Email:  ckrupka@mwe.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

LARS KVALE 
CENTER FOR RESOURCE SOLUTIONS 
PRESIDIO BUILDIING 97 
PO BOX 39512 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94129       
  FOR: Center for Resource Solution 
  Email:  lars@resource-solutions.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

STEPHANIE LA SHAWN 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  S1L7@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

GERALD L. LAHR 
ABAG POWER 
101 EIGHTH ST 
OAKLAND CA  94607       
  FOR: Association of Bay Area Governments 
  Email:  JerryL@abag.ca.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Jonathan Lakritz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5020 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  jol@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MIKE LAMOND 
ALPINE NATURAL GAS OPERATING CO. #1 LLC 
PO BOX 550 
VALLEY SPRINGS CA  95252       
  Email:  anginc@goldrush.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JOHN LAUN 
APOGEE INTERACTIVE, INC. 
1220 ROSECRANS ST., STE 308 
SAN DIEGO CA  92106       
  Email:  jlaun@apogee.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Diana L. Lee 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
LEGAL DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4300 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  dil@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

BRENDA LEMAY DIRECTOR OF PROJECT 
DEVELOPMENT 
HORIZON WIND ENERGY 
1600 SHATTUCK, STE 222 
BERKELEY CA  94709       
  Email:  brenda.lemay@horizonwind.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MAUREEN LENNON 
CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL 
595 EAST COLORADO BLVD., STE 623 
PASADENA CA  91101       
  FOR: California Cogeneration Council 
  Email:  maureen@lennonassociates.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

NICHOLAS LENSSEN 
ENERGY INSIGHTS 
1750 14TH ST, STE 200 
BOULDER CO  80302       
  Email:  nlenssen@energy-insights.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JOHN W. LESLIE ATTORNEY 
LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS, LLP 
11988 EL CAMINO REAL, STE 200 
SAN DIEGO CA  92130       
  Email:  jleslie@luce.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DONALD C. LIDDELL, P.C. 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
2928 2ND AVE 
SAN DIEGO CA  92103       
  FOR: California Natural Gas Vehicle Association 
  Email:  liddell@energyattorney.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 
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KAREN LINDH 
LINDH & ASSOCIATES 
7909 WALERGA ROAD,  NO. 112, PMB 119 
ANTELOPE CA  95843    
  Email:  karen@klindh.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

STEVEN G. LINS 
CITY OF GLENDALE 
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 
613 EAST BROADWAY, STE 220 
GLENDALE CA  91206-4394       
  Email:  slins@ci.glendale.ca.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

GRACE LIVINGSTON-NUNLEY ASSISTANT PROJECT 
MANAGER 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  gxl2@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BILL LOCKYER STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPT OF JUSTICE 
PO BOX 944255 
SACRAMENTO CA  94244-2550       
  Email:  ken.alex@doj.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

James Loewen 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
RATEMAKING BRANCH 
320 WEST 4TH ST STE 500 
LOS ANGELES CA  90013       
  Email:  loe@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JODY S. LONDON 
JODY LONDON CONSULTING 
PO BOX 3629 
OAKLAND CA  94609       
  Email:  jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

LAD LORENZ V.P. REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
601 VAN NESS AVE, STE 2060 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  llorenz@semprautilities.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

BARRY LOVELL 
15708 POMERADO RD., STE 203 
POWAY CA  92064       
  Email:  bjl@bry.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ED LUCHA PROJECT COORDINATOR 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  ELL5@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

FRANK LUCHETTI 
NEVADA DIV. OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
901 S. STEWART ST., STE 4001 
CARSON CITY NV  89701       
  Email:  fluchetti@ndep.nv.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JANE E. LUCKHARDT ATTORNEY 
DOWNEY BRAND LLP 
555 CAPITOL MALL, 10TH FLR 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  FOR: Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
  Email:  jluckhardt@downeybrand.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

LYNELLE LUND 
COMMERCE ENERGY, INC. 
600 ANTON BLVD., STE 2000 
COSTA MESA CA  92626       
  FOR: Commerce Energy, Inc. 
  Email:  llund@commerceenergy.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

PHILIP D. LUSK 
WESTERN ELECTRICITY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
615 ARAPEEN DRIVE,STE 210 
SALT LAKE CITY UT  84108-1262       
  Email:  plusk@wecc.biz 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MARY LYNCH VP - REGULATORY AND LEGISLATIVE 
AFFAIRS 
CONSTELLATION ENERGY COMMODITIES GROUP 
2377 GOLD MEDAL WAY, STE 100 
GOLD RIVER CA  95670       
  Email:  mary.lynch@constellation.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 
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DOUGLAS MACMULLLEN CHIEF, POWER PLANNING 
SECTION 
CA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE., RM 356 
SACRAMENTO CA  95821    
  Email:  dmacmll@water.ca.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

AMBER MAHONE 
ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL ECONOMICS, INC. 
101 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 1600 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  amber@ethree.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ANNABELLE MALINS CONSUL-SCIENCE AND 
TECHNOLOGY 
BRITISH CONSULATE-GENERAL 
ONE SANSOME ST, STE 850 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  annabelle.malins@fco.gov.uk 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DEREK MARKOLF 
CALIFORNIA CLIMATE ACTION REGISTRY 
515 S. FLOWER ST, STE 1640 
LOS ANGELES CA  90071       
  Email:  derek@climateregistry.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Jaclyn Marks 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5306 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  jm3@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

CHRIS MARNAY 
BERKELEY LAB 
1 CYCLOTRON RD MS 90R4000 
BERKELEY CA  94720-8136       
  Email:  C_Marnay@1b1.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JULIE L. MARTIN WEST ISO COORDINATOR 
NORTH AMERICA GAS AND POWER 
BP ENERGY COMPANY 
501 WESTLAKE PARK BLVD. 
HOUSTON TX  77079       
  Email:  julie.martin@bp.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MARTIN A. MATTES 
NOSSAMAN, GUTHNER, KNOX & ELLIOTT, LLP 
50 CALIFORNIA ST, 34TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       
  Email:  mmattes@nossaman.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CHRISTOPHER J. MAYER 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH ST 
MODESTO CA  95354       
  Email:  chrism@mid.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MICHAEL MAZUR CHIEF TECHNICAL OFFICER 
3 PHASES ENERGY SERVICES, LLC 
2100 SEPULVEDA BLVD., STE 38 
MANHATTAN BEACH CA  90266       
  FOR: 3 Phases Energy Services 
  Email:  mmazur@3phases.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ANDREW MCALLISTER DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE., STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       
  Email:  andrew.mcallister@energycenter.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

RICHARD MCCANN, PH.D 
M. CUBED 
2655 PORTAGE BAY, STE 3 
DAVIS CA  95616       
  Email:  rmccann@umich.edu 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BARRY F. MCCARTHY ATTORNEY 
MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP 
100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, STE 501 
SAN JOSE CA  95113       
  FOR: Northern California Generation Coalition 
  Email:  bmcc@mccarthylaw.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Wade McCartney 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
770 L ST, STE 1050 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  wsm@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 
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KEITH R. MCCREA ATTORNEY 
SUTHERLAND, ASBILL & BRENNAN, LLP 
1275 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., NW 
WASHINGTON DC  20004-2415    
  FOR: California Manufacturers & Technology Assn. 
  Email:  keith.mccrea@sablaw.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE  

KAREN MCDONALD 
POWEREX CORPORATION 
1400, 
666 BURRAND ST 
VANCOUVER BC  V6C 2X8      CANADA 
  Email:  karen.mcdonald@powerex.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MARY MCDONALD DIRECTOR OF STATE AFFAIRS 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM CA  95630       
  FOR: CAISO 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JEN MCGRAW 
CENTER FOR NEIGHBORHOOD TECHNOLOGY 
PO BOX 14322 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94114       
  Email:  jen@cnt.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN 
BRAUN & BLAISING, P.C. 
915 L ST, STE 1270 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  FOR: California Municipal Utilities Association 
  Email:  mclaughlin@braunlegal.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

RACHEL MCMAHON 
CEERT 
1100 11TH ST, STE 311 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  rachel@ceert.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BRIAN MCQUOWN 
RELIANT ENERGY 
7251 AMIGO ST., STE 120 
LAS VEGAS NV  89119       
  Email:  bmcquown@reliant.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ELENA MELLO 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 
6100 NEIL ROAD 
RENO NV  89520       
  Email:  emello@sppc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DARYL METZ 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST., MS-20 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  dmetz@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

STEVEN S. MICHEL 
WESTERN RESOURCE ADVOCATES 
2025 SENDA DE ANDRES 
SANTA FE NM  87501       
  FOR: Western Resource Advocates 
  Email:  smichel@westernresources.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

KAREN NORENE MILLS ATTORNEY 
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO CA  95833       
  Email:  kmills@cfbf.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MARCIE MILNER DIRECTOR - REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
SHELL TRADING GAS & POWER COMPANY 
4445 EASTGATE MALL, STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92121       
  Email:  marcie.milner@shell.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

SAMARA MINDEL REGULATORY AFFAIRS ANALYST 
FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES 
9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE, STE 2000 
LOUISVILLE KY  40223       
  Email:  smindel@knowledgeinenergy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CYNTHIA MITCHELL 
ENERGY ECONOMICS, INC. 
530 COLGATE COURT 
RENO NV  89503       
  Email:  ckmitchell1@sbcglobal.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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DAVID L. MODISETTE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
CALIFORNIA ELECTRIC TRANSP. COALITION 
1015 K ST, STE 200 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814    
  Email:  dave@ppallc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

Ed Moldavsky 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
LEGAL DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5130 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  edm@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Rahmon Momoh 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4205 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  rmm@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

WES MONIER STRATEGIC ISSUES AND PLANNING 
MANAGER 
TURLOCK IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
333 EAST CANAL DRIVE, PO BOX 949 
TURLOCK CA  95381-0949       
  Email:  fwmonier@tid.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ROGER C. MONTGOMERY VICE PRESIDENT, PRICING 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
PO BOX 98510 
LAS VEGAS NV  89193-8510       
  Email:  roger.montgomery@swgas.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

RONALD MOORE 
GOLDEN STATE WATER/BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC 
630 EAST FOOTHILL BLVD 
SAN DIMAS CA  91773       
  FOR: Golden State Water/Bear Valley Electric 
  Email:  rkmoore@gswater.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

GREGG MORRIS DIRECTOR 
GREEN POWER INSTITUTE 
2039 SHATTUCK AVE, STE 402 
BERKELEY CA  94704       
  Email:  gmorris@emf.net 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Harvey Y. Morris 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
LEGAL DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5036 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  hym@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

STEVEN MOSS 
SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY POWER COOP 
2325 3RD ST, STE 344 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94120       
  Email:  steven@moss.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Lainie Motamedi 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  lrm@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

PHILLIP J. MULLER 
SCD ENERGY SOLUTIONS 
436 NOVA ALBION WAY 
SAN RAFAEL CA  94903       
  Email:  philm@scdenergy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CLYDE MURLEY 
1031 ORDWAY ST 
ALBANY CA  94706       
  Email:  clyde.murley@comcast.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Scott Murtishaw 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  sgm@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Richard A. Myers 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
RATEMAKING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  ram@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 
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SARA STECK MYERS ATTORNEY 
122  28TH AVE 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94121    
  FOR: Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable 

Technologies 
  Email:  ssmyers@att.net 
  Status:  APPEARANCE  

JESSICA NELSON 
PLUMAS-SIERRA RURAL ELECTRIC CO-OP 
73233 STATE ROUTE 70, STE A 
PORTOLA CA  96122-7064       
  FOR: Plumas-Sierra Rural Electric Coop 
  Email:  notice@psrec.coop 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

SID NEWSOME TARIFF MANAGER 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
GT 14 D6 
555 WEST 5TH ST 
LOS ANGELES CA  90051       
  Email:  snewsom@semprautilities.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

SEPHRA A. NINOW POLICY ANALYST 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE, STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       
  Email:  sephra.ninow@energycenter.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

RICK C. NOGER 
PRAXAIR PLAINFIELD, INC. 
2711 CENTERVILLE ROAD, STE 400 
WILMINGTON DE  19808       
  FOR: Praxair Plainfield, Inc. 
  Email:  rick_noger@praxair.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

RITA NORTON 
RITA NORTON AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 
18700 BLYTHSWOOD DRIVE, 
LOS GATOS CA  95030       
  Email:  rita@ritanortonconsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

TIMOTHY R. ODIL 
MCKENNA LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP 
1875 LAWRENCE ST, STE 200 
DENVER CO  80202       
  FOR: Center for Energy and Economic Development 
  Email:  todil@mckennalong.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ALVIN PAK 
SEMPRA GLOBAL ENTERPRISES 
101 ASH ST 
SAN DIEGO CA  92101       
  FOR: Sempra Global Enterprises 
  Email:  apak@sempraglobal 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

LAURIE PARK 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, STE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA CA  95670-6078       
  Email:  lpark@navigantconsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JOSEPH M. PAUL SENIOR CORPORATE COUNSEL 
DYNEGY, INC. 
2420 CAMINO RAMON, STE 215 
SAN RAMON CA  94583       
  Email:  Joe.paul@dynegy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CARL PECHMAN 
POWER ECONOMICS 
901 CENTER ST 
SANTA CRUZ CA  95060       
  Email:  cpechman@powereconomics.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

NORMAN  A. PEDERSEN ATTORNEY 
HANNA AND MORTON, LLP 
444 SOUTH FLOWER ST, NO. 1500 
LOS ANGELES CA  90071       
  FOR: Southern California Generation Coalition/Southern 

California Public Power Authority 
  Email:  npedersen@hanmor.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ROGER PELOTE 
WILLIAMS POWER COMPANY 
12736 CALIFA ST 
VALLEY VILLAGE CA  91607       
  Email:  roger.pelote@williams.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JAN PEPPER 
CLEAN POWER MARKETS, INC. 
PO BOX 3206 
418 BENVENUE AVE 
LOS ALTOS CA  94024       
  Email:  pepper@cleanpowermarkets.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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Joel T. Perlstein 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
LEGAL DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5133 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214    
  Email:  jtp@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE  

CARLA PETERMAN 
UCEI 
2547 CHANNING WAY 
BERKELEY CA  94720       
  Email:  carla.peterman@gmail.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

COLIN PETHERAM DIRECTOR-REGULATORY 
SBC CALIFORNIA 
140 NEW MONTGOMERY ST., STE 1325 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  Email:  colin.petheram@att.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ROBERT L. PETTINATO 
LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER & POWER 
111 NORTH HOPE ST, STE 1150 
LOS ANGELES CA  90012       
  Email:  robert.pettinato@ladwp.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

PHILIP D. PETTINGILL 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM CA  95630       
  FOR: CAISO 
  Email:  ppettingill@caiso.com 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Paul S. Phillips 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4101 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  psp@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

GORDON PICKERING PRINCIPAL 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, STE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA CA  95670-6078       
  Email:  gpickering@navigantconsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

EDWARD G POOLE 
ANDERSON DONOVAN & POOLE 
601 CALIFORNIA ST STE 1300 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94108       
  FOR: San Francisco Community Power 
  Email:  epoole@adplaw.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JENNIFER PORTER POLICY ANALYST 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE, STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       
  Email:  jennifer.porter@energycenter.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BRIAN POTTS 
FOLEY & LARDNER 
PO BOX 1497 
150 EAST GILMAN ST 
MADISON WI  53701-1497       
  Email:  bpotts@foley.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

RASHA PRINCE 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
555 WEST 5TH ST, GT14D6 
LOS ANGELES CA  90013       
  Email:  rprince@semprautilities.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JJ PRUCNAL 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
PO BOX 98510 
LAS VEGAS NV  89193-8510       
  Email:  jj.prucnal@swgas.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MARC PRYOR 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST., MS-20 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  mpryor@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

BALWANT S. PUREWAL 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE., LL-90 
SACRAMENTO CA  95821       
  Email:  bpurewal@water.ca.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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BARRY RABE 
1427 ROSS ST 
PLYMOUTH MI  48170    
  Email:  brabe@umich.edu 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

STEVE RAHON DIRECTOR, TARIFF & REGULATORY 
ACCOUNTS 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32C 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123-1548       
  FOR: San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
  Email:  lschavrien@semprautilities.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Kristin Ralff Douglas 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  krd@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

TIFFANY RAU POLICY AND COMMUNICATIONS 
MANAGER 
CARSON HYDROGEN POWER PROJECT LLC 
ONE WORLD TRADE CENTER, STE 1600 
LONG BEACH CA  90831-1600       
  FOR: Carson Hydrogen Power Project LLC 
  Email:  tiffany.rau@bp.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JOHN R. REDDING 
ARCTURUS ENERGY CONSULTING 
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE 
MENDOCINO CA  95460       
  Email:  johnrredding@earthlink.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DAVID REYNOLDS MEMBER SERVICES MANAGER 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY 
180 CIRBY WAY 
ROSEVILLE CA  95678-6420       
  Email:  davidreynolds@ncpa.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JANILL RICHARDS DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
CALIFORNIA ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE 
1515 CLAY ST, 20TH FLR 
OAKLAND CA  94702       
  FOR: People of the State of California 
  Email:  janill.richards@doj.ca.gov 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

THEODORE ROBERTS ATTORNEY 
SEMPRA GLOBAL 
101 ASH ST, HQ 13D 
SAN DIEGO CA  92101-3017       
  FOR: Sempra Global/Sempra Energy Solutions 
  Email:  troberts@sempra.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Steve Roscow 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
RATEMAKING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  scr@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

GRANT ROSENBLUM, ESQ. 
CALIFORNIA ISO 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY DEPARTMENT 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM CA  95630       
  Email:  grosenblum@caiso.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JAMES ROSS 
RCS, INC. 
500 CHESTERFIELD CENTER, STE 320 
CHESTERFIELD MO  63017       
  Email:  jimross@r-c-s-inc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Nancy Ryan 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5217 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  ner@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Pearlie Sabino 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY COST OF SERVICE & NATURAL GAS BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  pzs@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

RANDY SABLE 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
MAILSTOP: LVB-105 
5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD 
LAS VEGAS NV  89193       
  Email:  randy.sable@swgas.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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SAM SADLER 
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
625 NE MARION ST 
SALEM OR  97301-3737    
  Email:  samuel.r.sadler@state.or.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

Jason R. Salmi Klotz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  jk1@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JUDITH B. SANDERS ATTORNEY 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM CA  95630       
  FOR: CAISO 
  Email:  jsanders@caiso.com 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

SOUMYA SASTRY 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
MAIL CODE B9A 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       
  Email:  svs6@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JANINE L. SCANCARELLI ATTORNEY 
FOLGER, LEVIN & KAHN, LLP 
275 BATTERY ST, 23RD FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       
  Email:  jscancarelli@flk.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MICHAEL SCHEIBLE DEPUTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD 
1001 I ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95677       
  FOR: California Air Resources Board 
  Email:  mscheibl@arb.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JENINE SCHENK 
APS ENERGY SERVICES 
400 E. VAN BUREN ST, STE 750 
PHOENIX AZ  85004       
  FOR: APS Energy Services Company 
  Email:  jenine.schenk@apses.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

STEVEN SCHILLER 
SCHILLER CONSULTING, INC. 
111 HILLSIDE AVE 
PIEDMONT CA  94611       
  Email:  steve@schiller.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

STEVEN S. SCHLEIMER DIRECTOR,COMPLIANCE & 
REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
BARCLAYS BANK, PLC 
200 PARK AVE, FIFTH FLR 
NEW YORK NY  10166       
  FOR: Barclays Capital 
  Email:  steven.schleimer@barclayscapital.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

REED V. SCHMIDT VICE PRESIDENT 
BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES 
1889 ALCATRAZ AVE 
BERKELEY CA  94703       
  FOR: California City-County Street Light Association 
  Email:  rschmidt@bartlewells.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DONALD SCHOENBECK 
RCS, INC. 
900 WASHINGTON ST, STE 780 
VANCOUVER WA  98660       
  Email:  dws@r-c-s-inc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BILL SCHRAND 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATON 
PO BOX 98510 
LAS VEGAS NV  89193-8510       
  Email:  bill.schrand@swgas.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CYNTHIA SCHULTZ REGULATORY FILING 
COORDINATOR 
PACIFIC POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 
825 NE MULTNOMAH 
PORTLAND OR  97232       
  Email:  cynthia.schultz@pacificorp.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Don Schultz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
770 L ST, STE 1050 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  dks@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 
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LISA SCHWARTZ SENIOR ANALYST 
ORGEON PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
PO BOX 2148 
SALEM OR  97308-2148    
  Email:  lisa.c.schwartz@state.or.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

MONICA A. SCHWEBS, ESQ. 
BINGHAM MCCUTCHEN LLP 
SUITE 210 
1333 N. CALIFORNIA BLVD. 
WALNUT CREEK CA  94596       
  Email:  monica.schwebs@bingham.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

PAUL M. SEBY 
MCKENNA LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP 
1875 LAWRENCE ST, STE 200 
DENVER CO  80202       
  FOR: Center for Energy and Economic Development 
  Email:  pseby@mckennalong.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

BETTY SETO POLICY ANALYST 
KEMA, INC. 
492 NINTH ST, STE 220 
OAKLAND CA  94607       
  Email:  Betty.Seto@kema.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

NORA SHERIFF ATTORNEY 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  nes@a-klaw.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KYLE SILON 
ECOSECURITIES CONSULTING LIMITED 
529 SE GRAND AVE 
PORTLAND OR  97214       
  Email:  kyle.silon@ecosecurities.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DAN SILVERIA 
SURPRISE VALLEY ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
PO BOX 691 
ALTURAS CA  96101       
  FOR: Surprise Valley Electric Cooperative 
  Email:  dansvec@hdo.net 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Sean A. Simon 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  svn@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

KEVIN J. SIMONSEN 
ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES 
646 EAST THIRD AVE 
DURANGO CO  81301       
  Email:  kjsimonsen@ems-ca.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DEBORAH SLON DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
ENVIRONMENT 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
1300 I ST, 15TH FLR 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  deborah.slon@doj.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

AIMEE M. SMITH ATTORNEY 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 ASH ST HQ13 
SAN DIEGO CA  92101       
  FOR: San Diego Gas & Electric Company and Southern 

California Gas Company 
  Email:  amsmith@sempra.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Donald R. Smith 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  dsh@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

GLORIA D. SMITH 
ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE 1000 
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO CA  94080       
  Email:  gsmith@adamsbroadwell.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

RICHARD SMITH 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH ST 
MODESTO CA  95352-4060       
  Email:  richards@mid.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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ROBIN SMUTNY-JONES 
CALIFORNIA ISO 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM CA  95630    
  Email:  rsmutny-jones@caiso.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

JEANNE M. SOLE DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RM. 234 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  FOR: City and County of San Francisco 
  Email:  jeanne.sole@sfgov.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

DARRELL SOYARS MANAGER-RESOURCE 
PERMITTING&STRATEGIC 
SIERRA PACIFIC RESOURCES 
6100 NEIL ROAD 
RENO NV  89520-0024       
  FOR: Sierra Pacific Resources 
  Email:  dsoyars@sppc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JAMES D. SQUERI ATTORNEY 
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY LLP 
505 SANSOME ST, STE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       
  FOR: Powerex Corp. 
  Email:  jsqueri@gmssr.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

SEEMA SRINIVASAN ATTORNEY 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  FOR: Energy Producers & Users Coalition 
  Email:  sls@a-klaw.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ANNIE STANGE 
ALCANTAR & KAHL 
1300 SW FIFTH AVE., STE 1750 
PORTLAND OR  97201       
  Email:  sas@a-klaw.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

F. Jackson Stoddard 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
LEGAL DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5125 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  fjs@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

PATRICK STONER PROGRAM DIRECTOR 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION 
1303 J ST, STE 250 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  pstoner@lgc.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MERIDITH J. STRAND SENIOR COUNSEL 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
PO BOX 98510 
LAS VEGAS NV  89193-8510       
  Email:  meridith.strand@swgas.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

NINA SUETAKE ATTORNEY 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE., STE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  nsuetake@turn.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

KENNY SWAIN 
POWER ECONOMICS 
901 CENTER ST 
SANTA CRUZ CA  95060       
  Email:  kswain@powereconomics.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Jeorge S. Tagnipes 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  jst@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Christine S. Tam 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  tam@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JAMES W. TARNAGHAN 
DUANE MORRIS LLP 
SUITE 2000 
ONE MARKET, SPEAR TOWER 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  FOR: Lodi Gas Storage 
  Email:  jwmctarnaghan@duanemorris.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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WEBSTER TASAT 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 
1001 I ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814    
  Email:  wtasat@arb.ca.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

Charlotte TerKeurst 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5117 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  cft@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

KAREN TERRANOVA 
ALCANTAR  & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  filings@a-klaw.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

PATRICIA THOMPSON 
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING 
2920 CAMINO DIABLO, STE 210 
WALNUT CREEK CA  94597       
  Email:  pthompson@summitblue.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DEAN R. TIBBS PRESIDENT 
ADVANCED ENERGY STRATEGIES, INC. 
1390 WILLOW PASS ROAD, STE 610 
CONCORD CA  94520       
  Email:  dtibbs@aes4u.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

EDWARD J. TIEDEMANN ATTORNEY 
KRONICK, MOSKOVITZ, TIEDEMANN & GIRARD 
400 CAPITOL MALL, 27TH FLR 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814-4416       
  FOR: Placer County Water Agency & Kings River 

Conservation District 
  Email:  etiedemann@kmtg.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

SCOTT TOMASHEFSKY 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY 
180 CIRBY WAY 
ROSEVILLE CA  95678-6420       
  Email:  scott.tomashefsky@ncpa.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

WAYNE TOMLINSON 
EL PASO CORPORATION 
WESTERN PIPELINES 
2 NORTH NEVADA AVE 
COLORADO SPRINGS CO  80903       
  Email:  william.tomlinson@elpaso.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ALLEN K. TRIAL 
SDGE&SCG 
HQ-13 
101 ASH ST 
SAN DIEGO CA  92101       
  Email:  atrial@sempra.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ANN L. TROWBRIDGE ATTORNEY 
DAY CARTER & MURPHY, LLP 
3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, STE 205 
SACRAMENTO CA  95864       
  FOR: California Clean DG Coalition/Northwest Natural Gas
  Email:  atrowbridge@daycartermurphy.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ANDREW ULMER STAFF COUNSEL 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE, STE 120 
SACRAMENTO CA  95821       
  Email:  aulmer@water.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

ANDREW J. VAN HORN 
VAN HORN CONSULTING 
12 LIND COURT 
ORINDA CA  94563       
  Email:  andy.vanhorn@vhcenergy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ROGER VAN HOY 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH ST 
MODESTO CA  95354       
  Email:  rogerv@mid.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BETH VAUGHAN 
CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL 
4391 N. MARSH ELDER COURT 
CONCORD CA  94521       
  Email:  beth@beth411.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 
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EDWARD VINE 
LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY 
BUILDING 90-4000 
BERKELEY CA  94720    
  Email:  elvine@lbl.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

SYMONE VONGDEUANE 
SEMPRA ENERGY SOLUTIONS 
101 ASH ST, HQ09 
SAN DIEGO CA  92101-3017       
  FOR: Sempra Energy Solutions 
  Email:  svongdeuane@semprasolutions.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

DEVRA WANG 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  dwang@nrdc.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ERIC WANLESS 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  ewanless@nrdc.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CHRISTOPHER J. WARNER 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE ST, PO BOX 7442 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94120-7442       
  FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric 
  Email:  cjw5@pge.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JOY A. WARREN ATTORNEY 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH ST 
MODESTO CA  95354       
  Email:  joyw@mid.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

MICHAEL WAUGH 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 
1001 10TH ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Status:  INFORMATION 

LISA WEINZIMER ASSOCIATE EDITOR 
PLATTS MCGRAW-HILL 
695 NINTH AVE, NO. 2 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94118       
  Email:  lisa_weinzimer@platts.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

VIRGIL WELCH CLIMATE CAMPAIGN COORDINATOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE 
1107 9TH ST, STE 540 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  vwelch@environmentaldefense.org 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JOHN B. WELDON, JR. 
SALMON, LEWIS & WELDON, P.L.C. 
2850 EAST CAMELBACK ROAD, STE 200 
PHOENIX AZ  85016       
  FOR: Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and 

Power District 
  Email:  jbw@slwplc.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

ANDREA WELLER 
STRATEGIC ENERGY 
3130 D BALFOUR RD., STE 290 
BRENTWOOD CA  94513       
  FOR: Strategic Energy 
  Email:  aweller@sel.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

Pamela Wellner 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  pw1@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

ELIZABETH WESTBY 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
1300 SW FIFTH AVE, STE 1700 
PORTLAND OR  97201       
  Email:  egw@a-klaw.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD, 111 ATTORNEY 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS L.L.P. 
2015 H ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  FOR: Sierra Pacific Power Company 
  Email:  www@eslawfirm.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 
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S. NANCY WHANG ATTORNEY 
MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD. 
LOS ANGELES CA  90064    
  Email:  nwhang@manatt.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

GREGGORY L. WHEATLAND ATTORNEY 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP 
2015 H ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  FOR: LS Power, Inc. 
  Email:  glw@eslawfirm.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN ATTORNEY 
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP 
505 SANSOME ST, STE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       
  Email:  jwiedman@goodinmacbride.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

KATHRYN WIG PARALEGAL 
NRG ENERGY, INC. 
211 CARNEGIE CENTER 
PRINCETON NY  8540       
  Email:  Kathryn.Wig@nrgenergy.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

VALERIE J. WINN 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177-0001       
  Email:  vjw3@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

REID A. WINTHROP 
PILOT POWER GROUP, INC. 
8910 UNIVERSITY CENTER LANE, STE 520 
SAN DIEGO CA  92122       
  Email:  rwinthrop@pilotpowergroup.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

RYAN WISER 
BERKELEY LAB 
MS-90-4000 
ONE CYCLOTRON ROAD 
BERKELEY CA  94720       
  Email:  rhwiser@lbl.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ELLEN WOLFE 
RESERO CONSULTING 
9289 SHADOW BROOK PL. 
GRANITE BAY CA  95746       
  Email:  ewolfe@resero.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DON WOOD 
PACIFIC ENERGY POLICY CENTER 
4539 LEE AVE 
LA MESA CA  91941       
  Email:  dwood8@cox.net 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

CATHY S. WOOLLUMS 
MIDAMERICAN ENERGY HOLDINGS COMPANY 
106 EAST SECOND ST 
DAVENPORT IA  52801       
  FOR: Kern River Gas Transmission 
  Email:  cswoollums@midamerican.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

E.J. WRIGHT 
OCCIDENTAL POWER SERVICES, INC. 
5 GREENWAY PLAZA, STE 110 
HOUSTON TX  77046       
  Email:  ej_wright@oxy.com 
  Status:  APPEARANCE 

HUGH YAO 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
555 W. 5TH ST, GT22G2 
LOS ANGELES CA  90013       
  Email:  hyao@semprautilities.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ELIZABETH ZELLJADT 
1725 I ST, NW STE 300 
WASHINGTON DC  20006       
  Email:  ez@pointcarbon.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

 


